1950

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CROSSER:

H.R. 9733, A bill to amend the Civil Aero-
nautics Act of 1938, as amended, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. PRIEST:

H.R.8734. A bill to amead the National
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940 to pro-
vide insurance for members of the Tennessee
Air National Guard who were killed in a
plane crash near Mpyrtle Beach, 8. C.,, on
July 28, 1950; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs,

By Mr. WITHROW:

H.R.9735. A bill to assist the national
defense by authorizing the provision of hous-
ing at reactivated military installations, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. CELLER:

H. R. 9736. A bill to provide for the pooling
of unused immigration quotas; to the Com=
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mrs. DOUGLAS:

H.R.9737. A bill to protect the internal
security of the United States, to provide for
the detention in time of emergency of per=
sons who may commit acts of espionage or
sabotage, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GAMELE:

H.R.9738. A bill to create the War Dam-
age Corporation; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

H. R.9739. A bill to grant succession to the
War Damage Corporation; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

H.R.9740. A bill to amend section 23 of
the Internal Revenue Code; to the Commit-
tee on Ways aund Means,

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.R.9741. A bill to authorize the natu-
ralization of parents of veterans without re-
gard to certain requirements of the natu-
ralization laws; to the Committee on the
Judleciary.

H.R.0742. A bill to establish a Federal
Commission for the Physically Handicapped,
to define its duties, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R.9743. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment of retroactive death pension to widows
and children of veterans after 7 years’ con-
tinued and unexplained absence; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.9744. A bill to permit holders of
bonds issued under the Armed Forces Leave
Act of 1046 to assign such bonds for the
purpose of making payment on certain loans
guaranteed under the Servicemen's Read-
justment Act of 1944; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R.9745. A bill to provide for the recall
of officers to active duty for purposes of re-
hospitalization and evaluation; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. FORD:

H.R.9746. A bill to amend the Army and
Air Force Vitalizatilon and Retirement
Equalization Act of 1948, so as to remove
certain limitations upon the retirement of
members of the Reserve components of the
Armed Forces; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. SIKES:

H. R. 9747. A bill relating to amounts made
available for grants for hospital construction
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Appropriations,

By Mr. GORSKI:

H.R.9748. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a special postage stamp in commemo-
ration of the centennial of the founding of
the first settlement o Polish immigrants in
the United States at Panna Maria, Tex.; to

the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv=
ice.
By Mr. MORRIS:

H. J.Res. 645. Joint resolution for the
establishment of a commission to study the
need for simplification, modernization, and
consolidation of the public-land laws, to
make appropriate recommendations for an
effective public land law system, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr, BURKE:

H. Con. Res. 289. Concurrent resolution for
the establishment of a United Nations Police
Authority; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H. Res. 865. Resolution calling upon Con-
gress to take effective action against the
spread of inflation and the high cost of liv-
ing; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BUCKLEY of New York:

H.R.9749. A bill for the relief of Avram,
Malvina and Arthur Schonbrun; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.R.9750. A bill for the relief of Adrian
Van Leeuwen; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.9761. A bill for the relief of Adrian
Van Leeuwen; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. KING:

H.R.9752, A bill for the relief of David
Mark Sterling; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MADDEN:

H.R.9763. A bill for the relief of Pana-
glota Eolintza Karkalatos; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr, MORRISON:
H.R.97E4. A bill for the relief of Aba

Szejnbejm, Mrs. Dvora Szejnbejm, and
Shlomo Szejnbejm; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALTER:
H.R.9755. A bill for the relief of James
Veidelis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’'s
desk and referred as follows:

2380. By Mr. HOPE of Kansas: Petition of
parents and citizens of Meade, Kans., de-
manding that in the present drafting of our
youth for military training there be written
into bills a provision that no alecoholic bev-
erages may be served or sold in camps where
these youth are, or nearer than 10 miles
from such camps; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

2381. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Omar
Brown, chairman, Legislative Assembly of
the Virgin Islands, 8t, Thomas, V. I., rela-
tive to taking favorable action on the estab-
lishment of National Guard units in the
Virgin Islands; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

2382, Also, petition of Emil Loriks, secre-
tary-treasurer, South Dakota Farmers Union,
Mitchell, S. Dak., relative to enactment of
an excess profits tax; to the Committee on
Whays and Means.

2383. Also, petition of M. C. Cunningham,
secretary, Gulf Ports Association, Mobile,
Ala., relative to the lack of utilizing cargo
space at Gulf ports on ships withdrawn from
the maritime reserve fleet in the Gulf area
and urging that such ships be loaded at
Gulf ports; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries,
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SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1950

(Legislative day of Friday, September 22,
1950)

(Continuation of proceedings of the
Senate of Friday, September 22, 1950,
from 11:45 o'clock p. m. of that date:)

PROTECTION AGAINST CERTAIN UN-
AMERICAN AND SUBVERSIVE ACTIVI-
‘TIES—VETO MESSAGE

The Senate resumed the reconsidera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 9490) to protect
the United States against certain un-
American and subversive activities by re~
quiring registration of Communist or-
ganizations, and for other purposes, the
objections of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstanding.

Mr. LANGER, Mr. JENNER, and Mr.
JOHNSTON of South Carolina addressed
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, in-
scribed on the Statue of Liberty are
these words, which describe what Amer-
ica has come to mean to us and to the
whole world:

Give me your tired, your poor,
Yau; huddled masses yearning to breathe
Tee,
The w-etched refuse of your teeming shore,
Send these, the homeless, tempest-tossed,
to me,
I lift my lamp beside the golden shore!

We know this description of America
is true. We know that America was
carved out of the remnants of five an-
cient empires—the PBritish, the French,
the Spanish, the Dutch, and the Russian.
And we know that throughout the past
years millions of the hungry, of the ex-
ploited, of the persecuted and the op-
pressed, have found their ways to these
shores to find a new life in freedom
under law.

We have learned from this experience
how deeply the love of liberty is in-
grained in the hearts of our fellow men.
This love of liberty cannot be restricted
or extinguished by the accidents of party,
race, creed, or caste.

From all over the world liberty-loving
men and women, of every walk of life,
have come to these shores, and in their
new-found freedom and dignity have
made lasting contributions to our way of
life. At the same time their faith has
grown with the years and has helped to
strengthen the roots of human dignity
and decency, upon which our way of life
depends.

Tonight we find this heritage under
direct attack by forces which seek to
undermine the very foundation of hu-
man freedom, Both from without and
from within these forces are eating
away at the very foundation upon which
the future of our freedom depends.

I am sure there is no need for me to
go into details to describe the forces of
tyranny that are operating outside our
borders. Suffice it to say that, in one
form, these forces are seeking to under-
mine existing democratic institutions,
for the purpose of reimposing an ancient .
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tyranny, masquerading in a modern
dress.

In another form these forces are seek-
ing to perpetuate a status quo in the
colonial areas of the world, which would
keep in subjugation the hundreds of mil-
lions of helpless peoples, who for hun-
dreds of years have been cruelly ex-
ploited and inhumanly degraded by the
brute power of western imperialism.

I mention these two totalitarian
trends only to show that, at least up
until now, America has fought on the
side of the under dog, always champion-
ing the exploited, the persecuted, and
the oppressed.

That is why tonight I cons’der it such
a privileze to be able to share my
thoughts with you and to ask that you
give serious consideration to what I con-
sider to be the gravest threat to the fuller
realization of our own civil rights, which
we are so earnestly seeking.

This threat lies in the trend toward
centralization of power, and of control of
our economie, social, political, and per-
sonal lives, right here in our own midst.

I believe history fully demonstrates
that the reason why the American peo-
ple have remained a champion of the
persecuted and oppressed abroad, and
the reason why we have been able to
provide sanctuary for those who sought
to escape the defilement of human per-
sonality, by foreign tyrannies, is that
those who framed our Constitution and
our magnificent Bill of Rights did every-
thing in their power to prevent the emer-
gence of a centralized, authoritarian
government in our own midst.

That is why I believe that the present
trends that have developed in our midst
constitute the gravest threat to the fuller
realization and extension of our own
civil rights guaranties to our own peo-
ple, which is what we all so earnestly
desire.

What is to be done about this threat?
I ask this question because until we an-
swer it intelligently and®courageously
I see no way in which we can avoid fur-
ther confusing the issues in our civil-
rights program, nor do I see any way in
which we can avoid playing directly into
the hands of the totalitarian forces
already operating in our midst.

As I see it, there are three ways in
which we can answer this question.
First, we can ignore the obvious truth
that true progress is a wisely balanced
mean between the lessons of experience
and new vision, and, by letting our emo-
tions run away with us, join with those
forces which seek to force changes in our
form of government, in our economic,
social, and personal life, by destroying
the safeguards of human freedom which
have been built up through the years.

So far as this course of action is con-
cerned I believe it can only lead to grief.

The second course we may follow
would be to ignore the historical truth
that societies either advance or recede,
that they never stand still, and to line
up with the forces of reaction in this
country which seek to perpetuate, either
through greed or fear or ignorance, a
status quo with all its economic, social,
and personal injustices and discrimi-
nations.
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For myself, I know of no surer way of
clamping the lid down on this melting
pot that is America and building up the
explosive forces, which in any society
precipitates a catastrophe.

The third course that is left open to us
is the course of genuine progress sug-
gested by what, in my humble opinion,
is the counsel of true liberalism. I be-
lieve that true liberalism is the faith
that the truth will triumph in free con-
flict, and that the pursuit of fruth alone
will make men free.

Throughout my life I have followed
the dictates of the truth as God has
given me the light to see it. And I have
found that in the pursuit of this truth,
and in my determination to see justice
done, I have been brought into a con-
stant association with the underdog,
with the folks who travel the cross
roads and the cross walks of the Nation.
This is how, from my own experience, I
have learned where the gravest threat to
the civil rights of our people really lies.
I have learned that this threat lies in
the hands of powerful individuals and
groups, in the hands of monopolies and
vested interests, in the hands of bureau-
crats, and all the others who have suc-
ceeded in grasping the power with which
to suppress the truth and to deny to
those in the grass roots the rights which
are theirs under the Constitution.

From this experience I have learned
that the denial of civil rights, which is
basically a denial of justice, thrives only
where there is sufficient concentration
of economic, social, or political power to
impose and protect such a perversion of
justice.

I come right back to what I said a
moment ago about this country getting
into the hands of monopolies and vested
interests.

Mr. President, for 10 years I have been
a member of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary of the Senate. During eight of
those years the committee was dominat-
ed by the Democratic Party. During two
of those years it was dominated by the
Republican Party. In 1891 Congress
passed the Sherman antitrust law.
From 1891 to the present time for ap-
proximately one-half the time we have
had a Democratic Congress and a Demo-
cratic Attorney General. During the
other half of the time we had a Republi-
can Congress and a Republican Attorney
General., In my judgment, Mr, Presi-
dent, it did not make the slightest bit of
difference whether we had a Democratic
administration and a Democratic Attor-
ney General, or whether we had a Re-
publican administration and a Republi-
can Attorney General, so far as the com-
mon people of the United States were
concerned, for they got by far the worst
end of the stick. We passed the Sher-
man Antitrust Act in 1891.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I am sorry, but I must
decline to yield. My time is limited. I
should like to yield to my distinguished
friend from Missouri, but I am unable to
yield at the present time,

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, will
the Senator permit me to correct a date?
I think the Senator inadvertently said

SEPTEMBER 23

that the Sherman Antitrust Act was
passed in 1891,

Mr. LANGER. I yield for a question.

Mr. DONNELL. Was not the Sher-
man Antitrust Act passed in 1890?

Mr. LANGER. According to my rec-
ollection, it was passed in 1891. It may
be 1 or 2 months one way or an-
other. I am sure it was in 1891. It does
not matter whether it was December
1890 or January 1891. The fact remains
that the law contained provisions for
the arrest of any person who violated
the law and provided a chance to put
that person in jail.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr., LANGER.

am SOITy.

Mr. President, up to the present time,
in the month of September 1950, not one
person has ever been jailed under the
Antitrust Act; not cne. The former dis-
tinguished Senator from Washington,
who is now a Federal judze, Eomer Bone
rose in the Senate Chamber to defend a
Federal judge. I introduced a resolu-
tion to investigate the Federal judiciary.
Good heavens, Mr. President, the idea of
investigating a Federal judge. There is
nothing in our Constitution which says a
Federal judge must be appointed for life.
I have seen too many men, both on the
Republican and the Democratic side,
men who were prominent politicians,
some of them mixed up in something or
other, elevated to the judgeship. A man
puts on a robe, and from that moment
apparently he is presumed to have
changed his entire character, Congress
must not examine into the fitness of that
judge for office. That judge does not
have to retire when he gets to be 70,
when he gets to be 75, when he gets
to be 80, when he gets to be 85, or
when he gets to be 90—I met one
a short time ago—or when he gets to be
95, or 100, if he lives that long. He can
be in his first childhood, he can be in
his second childhood, or he can be in his
third childhood, and he may not even
understand what the lawyers who ap-
pear before him are talking about, but
that judge must not be investigated.
That judge can make a farce of a court
proceeding, but he must not be investi-
gated. During the entire life of this Re-
public there have been only five sue-
cessful impeachments of judges. Only
five in 184 years. There was a time when
I wanted to impeach a judge. He was a
man who ought to have been impeached.
So I went to the attorneys in the State
of Connecticut who had suceessfully
handled the last impeachment in Con-
gress. I went to this firm of lawyers,
and I said, “What will it cost to hire
you to conduct impeachment proceed-
ings against this crooked judge, this no-
torious crook, who is still sitting on the
bench?”

The lawyers said, “When we conducted
the last impeachment trial in the Senate
we got a retainer of $30,000.”

Well, I was not in any position to raise
$30,000 to impeach the judge. When we
talk about impeachment, when we talk
about getting evidence to impeach a
crooked judge, who should do it if not
the Judiciary Committee of the Senate?

I decline to yield. I
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The committee investigates the judge,
or at least it is supposed fo investigate
him. Of course, Mr, President, only the
subcommittee can see the FBI report.
If the subcommittee consists of one Sen-
ator, only he can see the FBI report., If
it consists of two Senators, only those
two can see it, If it consists of three
Senators, as it usually does, onlv those
three Senators can see the FBI report.
So at the present time out of 13 members
of the committee 10 men, who never saw
the FBI report, vote to report the nom-
ination of the judge for confirmation by
the United States Senate. Out of 96 Sen-
ators, if three men constituted the sub-
commitiee, 93 Senators vote to confirm
the judge, although they have never seen
the FBI report on that judge. If the
judge is dishonest, if he is not a proper
and fit man to be a judge of the Fed-
eral court, who should investigate him
if not the 13 men who originally re-
ported his nomination to the Senate?
What is there so sacred about a judge?
I will tell my distinguished friend from
Missouri, some day when he has nothing
else to do, after he is reelected in the
State of Missouri, as I hope and trust
and in my heart feel he will be——

Mr. DONNELL, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER.
yield.

Mr. DONNELL. 1 thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator declines to yield.

Mr. LANGER. My distinguished
friend from Missouri can look at the
case of the State of North Dakota versus
the Northern Pacific and the Great
Northern Railway Cos. I ask him to read
that decision from beginning to end,
The average American citizens believes
that a court, especially the Supreme
Court of the United States, follows the
law. Of course, sometimes the justices
divide 5 to 4, and disagree among
themselves, but on the whole they are
supposed to follow the law. I think with
that statement my distinguished friend
will agree. Yet, Mr, President, in 1931,
1932, 1933, and 1934, during the drought
period the railroads in my State refused
to pay their taxes.

They said the taxes were too high. If
they were too high, it was because of
the drought. So that we got to the Su-
preme of the United States, and the Su-
preme Court did not look up the law.
My distinguished friend here will find
that the Supreme Court of the United
States, with the late Pierce Butler of
St. Paul, Minn., writing the opinion, set
themselves up as a court of review.
They did not even appoint a master of
any kind, they did not appoint any com-
missioners. They arbitrarily, without
any evidence, but because there had been
a drought, overruled the Board of Equali-
zation in North Dakota, a board that had
examined all the facts, and they said,
“Because of the drought, we are going to
take off so many million dollars.”

The experience I had in that case, Mr.
President, convinced me that judges are
not always right. I would not investi-
gate a judge merely because he was not
always right, because every judge is hu-
man. A judge can make mistakes, just

I am sorry. I cannot
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as any other person can, and the senior
Senator from North Dakota is well aware
of that. But when a judge is childish,
when he does not know what he is do-
ing, when a shrewd, manipulating law-
yer can get him to sign something which
that judge never would have signed a
few years ago, do not Senators think that
somewhere in this great Government of
ours there should be some authority
which could make an investigation, and
at least recommend appropriate legisla-
tion so that that childish judge no longer
would be sitting upon the bench bring-
ing the judiciary of the United States,
of which we are all so proud, this great
Anglo-Saxon system of jurisprudence,
into disrepute?

When a judge becomes childish, he
may do many things. He may even vi-
olate the law. He may even join sub-
versive organizations. Under those cir-
cumstances, should not the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee, or, if it should not
be left to that committee, some board
or some commission somewhere set up
by the Congress be able to make an
investigation, an investigation which
had some authority behind it? Such an
investigation might discover facts which
would not warrant an impeachment or
a disgrace o? the judge, because every-
one of us, unless we die sooner, is going
to be 75 or 80, or 85 or S0, or 95 or 100
years old, some day.

I come back now to the matter of
monopolies, back to the Sherman Anti-
trust Act, which my distinguished friend,
the Senator from Missouri, said was
passed in 1890. I know very well that
if I asked, he could tell me the day and
the month when it was passed, but I
am not going to ask, There is no man
on this floor who is more thorough than
the Senator irom Missouri. I have seen
him in the Committee on the Judiciary
when he cited some case, not only give
the name and number of the book, but
he would give the page, even though he
had not seen the case for a long time,
His mind is so acute that he even re-
members the page. In my opinion, he
is by all odds, if not the best, certainly
one of the very best lawyers on the floor
of the Senate.

Coming back to the question of
monopolies, and the question of judges,
I remember I referred to a late Member
of this body, Homer Bone, who for 10
years was a distinguished Member of
this body, and now is a Federal judge.
He took part in the discussion of a case
which I should like to mention.

A corporation in World War II cheat-
ed in the manufacture of wire. Instead
of that wire, which was manufactured in
Indiana, being up to specifications, the
company making it deliberately cheated
the Government, and in addition to
cheating the Government to the extent
of thousands of dollars the quality of
the wire was such that lives were lost.
Finally the Attorney General had them
indicted, and the case came before a
judge, who let them off with a fine.

When I looked into the matter I found
that that judge was one of those who
should have been investigated as to his
mental fitness a long time before. It is
significant that only a few days after he
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gave that decision he resigned as a Fed-
eral judge.

In my opinion when investigation
warrants—and this is simply repeti-
tion—that a Federal judge be not left
upon the bench for a variety of rea-
sons—and he may not be disgraced—
there should be some authority under
Congress to investigate.

Coming back now to the question of
monopolies, Theodore Roosevelt ap-
pointed Frank B. Kellogg, the great trust
buster. Frank B. Kellogg, according to
the newspapers, was one of the great
men of the Northwest of this Nation, a
trust buster.

When I came to the Senate and be-
came a member of the Committee on the
Judiciary I investigated, because I
wanted to ascertain how many crooks,
how meny thieves, how many violators
of the Federal law, Frank B. Kellogg, of
St. Paul, Minn., had put in jail, and I
found he had not put a single one in jail.

I went over to the then Attorney Gen-
eral and I said, “I want to know how
many fellows have been put in jail under
the Antitrust Act since the Democrats
got in power in 1933,” and his answer to
me was, “Just as many as the Republi-
cans did before we got in—not one.”

A little later, before the Senate Com-
mittee on Civil Service, we brought in
one of the trust busters in the Attorney
Gq.neral's Department, Mr. Wendell
Berge. If any Senator is interested he
ought to read the testimony given by
that genfleman before our committee.
He was a member of the Department, as
I recall now, for 11 or 13 years, but he
said, “It was not the policy of the De-
partment of Justice to make any ar-
rests, because, if you just bring a law-
suit, a civil lawsuit, against a man or a
corporation, for violating the Antitrust
Act, there is a social disgrace.

Some of the GI's, veterans of World
War I, when they were hungry, and hap-
pened to steal a few loaves of bread in
order to feed their hungry wives and
children, were not prosecuted in a civil
suit brought against them to recover the
value of the bread they stole. They were
arrested. Yet people wonder why there
are Communists in the country. The
conditions I have stated are the reasons
why we get the kind of legislation that
is proposed in this conference report
tonight.

The distinguished junior Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY] described it
pretty well when he gave his idea as to
this kind of legislation. Very fortunate-'
ly, I am nonpartisan, more of a Repub-
lican, perhaps, than a Democrat, for
since I am elected on the Republican
ticket I claim to be a Republican,

The present occupant of the chair [Mr.
Frear] although he was a very young
man at that time, will remember that
in 1932 the Democratic candidate for
President said that he was going to take
care of the underprivileged, that one-
third of all the population in the United
States was underprivileged. They did
not have enough to wear. They did not
have enough to eat. He was going fo
take care of them. Of course, it could
not have been expected that he could
take care of them all during the first
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4 years he was President, so in 1936
he again announced that if he was
elected President of the United States he
would take care of the underprivileged
and the poor. So they went to the polls
and reelected him.

In 1940 he found there were still many
people who were underprivileged, so at
the Democratic National Convention the
Democrats broke all traditions. They
said, “This indispensable man started
out to clothe the naked and to feed the
hungry, but he has had only 8 years in
which to do it.” Oh, it is true that he
had with him the lower House by a large
majority and the Senate by a consider-
able majority. But his party had de-
cided to renominate him and did so, and
elected him,

Then 4 years later, in 1944, the Demo-
crats looked over the country and they
still saw people who were naked and
hungry, so they renominated him again.

Lo and behold, 2 or 3 weeks ago we
saw that the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr., HUMPHREY],
a son of the late President, Jimmy Roose-
velt, a man who is now Governor of Con-
necticut, Chester Bowles, Leon Hender-
son—altogether 60 Democrats—had or-
ganized the Institute of Public Affairs,
Of course, after they organized the In-
stitute of Publi¢ Affairs they had to have
an executive secretary, so they got one
of the best experts in the United States,
Mr. Dewey Anderson, to be execudive
secretary.

Mind you, Mr. President, these men
were all Democrats, and they hired a
Democrat to be executive secretary. He
made an investigation and reported in
writing, and I placed what he reported
in the Cowcressionan REcorp, Believe
it or not, Mr. President, after all those
years of Democratic rule there were
more people hungry——

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield for
a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota declines to
yield.

Mr. LANGER. My time is limited;
otherwise I would be delighted to yield.
But after all these years, the record
shows that there were 10,000,000 families
in the United States who, with all the
high prices prevailing, are trying to
exist on less than $2,000 a year. That
is the record of the Democratic Party,
Mr. President.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President——

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina
addressed the Chair.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, Sena-
tors who wish me to yield can speak in
their own time. If they know anything
good about the Democratic Party they
can tell it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President——

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield.

Mr. President, I am quoting only Dem-
ocrats themselves. I am not quoting
any Republicans. I am simply quoting
the Democrats,

Mr., DOUGLAS. Mr. President, is it
not a fact——

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield.
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* The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota declines to
yield.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I recom-
mend to any Republicans who are run-
ning for office that they dig back into the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and find there
the article I placed in it, written by
Dewey Anderson, who had been hired
by the 60 leading Democrats of the
United States; I recommend that Re-
publicans read it. They will obtain all
the material they need for very, very
fine speeches in their various States.
Republicans who wish to get such ma-
terial can obtain copies of the report
prepared by Mr. Dewey Anderson. I
think they cost 25 cents apiece. If any
Senators are short of money, let them
come around and see me, because I have
a few extra copies that I shall be very
glad to loan them provided they promise
to return them to me after the campaign
is over, because I might want to use some
of them myself upon some other occa-
s101.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER., Mr. President, I decline
to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator declines to yield.

Mr. LANGER. It is a significant thing
that whether under Republican rule or
Democratic rule, not one single man has
ever been sent to jail for violating the
Antitrust Act. Certain big fellows got
together and cornered milk and dairy
products. When the nomination of one
of those men to be Ambassador was un-
der consideration by the Senate. I
showed that in 1 day up in the North-
west part of the United States, in 3
States, the men who had cornered the
milk market brought into their dairy
trust every prominent dairy company in
those 3 States. That did not do any
good. I stood on the floor and told the
Senate about it, however. I told how
they controlled 300 big dairy companies
in this country in nearly every State in
the Union. That did not make any dif-
ference. The Senate prompily con-
firmed the man to be Ambassador.

I now come back to the question, What
makes Communists? Certain persons
get together and raise the price of milk
in the cities and instead of being prose-
cuted they are named ambassadors to
other countries. Do not Senators think
the common people resent that? It does
not make any difference whether we have
a Republican President or a Democratic
President. When we have a Democratic
President, for example, there is Mr, Har-
riman with his $100,000,000, having an
important post in government. There is
my good friend Pearl Mesta, a lady who
was appointed Minister to Luxemburg.
A list of the heads of the big departments
would make one believe he was reading
a list of the bankers in New York. The
predecessor of the present President, Mr.
Roosevelt, had in his Cabinet six men
and women from New York State at one
time. Yet, we do not find anyone ap-
pointed to such an office from the great
State of North Dakota. Almost any time
when citizens of North Dakota come in
competition with citizens of New York,
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whether it be in the arts or sciences, or
in medicine or in other lines, they hold
their own, as the record will show. Yet
not a single Ambassador has been ap-
pointed from North Dakota since it be-
came a State in 1890. My good friend
who sits over yonder made a mistake
with respect to the year when North
Dakota became a State in 1890. The
Sherman Antifrust Act was passed in
1891.

Further, in considering the subject of
monopoly, we find what? After a man
has been appointed Attorney General it
takes him a year to become educated to
the business of his office, to know what it
is all about. Then after about 2 years
the Attorney General is placed on the
Supreme Court or simply fired, and we
get a new Attorney General. After he
has become educated to the duties of his
office and begins to be a little dangerous
to the trusts he is promoted to the Su-
preme Court. Sometimes when there is
not a place on the Supreme Court he is
put on some other Federal bench. I be-
lieve Thurman Arnold was placed on the
Federal bench in the District of Co-
lumbia.

Mr. President, I repeat, How much
confidence can the rank and file of the
People have when they see these shenani-
gans going on? They will go out and
vote one party out and put another party
in, Yet when the other party comes
in we find one millionaire after another
appointed fo office. At the present time,
among others occupying high office in
the Government, there are Mr. Harri-
man, Mr, Rockefeller, Mr. Whitney, and
Mr, Brown. The latter was the richest
baby ever born in the State of Connecti-
cut. It may be that he is on leave right
now. Iam not so sure about that. And
s0 on and so on. If anyone wants to
get the entire list I suggest that he look
up the speeches made in the last cam-
paign—not the speeches of Mr. Dewey
and not the speeches of Mr. Truman,
but the speeches delivered by some of
the minor individuals.

Then we come to the matter of denial
of civil rights. I have here the Republi-
can platform. When the Republicans
met in 1944 and wanted to get the votes
of the Negroes, what did they promise
them? I have stated time and time
again on the floor of the Senate what
that promise consisted of. They said,
“We pledge ourselves to enact an anti-
lynching law.” The only Republican I
know of who has tried to carry out that
pledge is my distinguished friend from
Michigan [Mr. FErcusoN]. He actually
thought the Republican Party meant
what it said, so he drew up an anti-
lynching law and offered it on the floor
of the Senate.

They pledged themselves to enact an
anti-poll-tax law. They did not simply
say, “We believe in an anti-poll-tax law,”
or “We believe in an antilynching law”;
but the Republican Party pledged itself
to enact such laws. When the Republi-
cans were looking for the votes of the
people who might be affected by an anti-
lynching law or an anti-poll-tax law,
the Republicans made that pledge. But
after the Republicans got into office, they
did not carry out that pledge.

|
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Mr. President, the Republicans made
some other mistakes. I remember very
well when my distinguished colleague
from North Dakota, who is a member
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, pleaded, with tears in his eyes,
for an extension of the Rural Electrifi-
cation program. I joined him in that
plea. We said, “When we go out com-
paigning in the Northwest and get out
into the sticks and among the grass
roots, the men and women there do not
ask, ‘When are you going to balance the
budget?’, but they ask, ‘When are you
going to get electricity on our farm, so
we can have a deep freeze and electric
n h ’D "0

gFinale. at the great insistence of my
colleague from North Dakota, although
the President recommended only $300,-
000,000 for that purpose, the Eightieth
Congress provided $400,000,000—$100,-
000,000 more than ever before had been
provided for that purpose in the history
of the United States.

But what happened? The power in-
terests got busy.

Mr, KEFAUVER. Mr. President——

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield, Mr,
President.

Mr., KEFAUVER. I simply wish to
make the point of order that the Senate
is not in order. J

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GraHaM in fhe chair), The Senate will
be in order.

Mr. LANGER. So the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, at the request of
one of the most distinguished Members
of this body, took away $178,000 of that
fund, which was to have been used for the
administration of that program. The
result was, as I recall, that 172 engineers
resigned from the agency administering
that program; insufficient money was
available to pay them.

Mr. President, if you were a farmer in
the Northwest, and if you wanted elec-
tricity on your farm, and if you investi-
gated to find out why you did not get
electricity on your farm, what did you
discover, in those days? You discovered
that before an REA loan could be made,
a Government engineer would have to
pass on the plan, and he would have to
be thoroughly acquainted with every
mile of the proposed REA line.

However, at that time there was only
one engineer for all loan applications
coming from North Dakota, South
Dakota, and Minnesota.

We were able to have some of that fund
restored; but by that time it was late in
the spring or into the summer, which
was late to start work on the lines, for
of course in that part of the country
it is not possible to dig holes for power-
line poles in the wintertime, when the
thermometer often is down around zero,

So there was delay.

Of course, Mr. President, the Demo-
crats took care of the matter when they
got into power and enacted legislation on
that subject; at least, they took care of
part of the problem, because if we in-
vestigate the situation as it developed at
that time, we find that in the Southern
States, because of the great interest of
the Senators from those States, the REA
program developed much more rapidly,
and I compliment the Senators for it,
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in the way of having REA facilities pro-
vided for the farmers in the Southern
States. At that time the development in
that respect was much more rapid than
it was or had been in the Northwest
States.

Mr. President, I do not wish to be un-
derstood as saying that the Democrats
are the only ones who do not keep their
promises, because once in a while the
Republicans do not keep their promises
either. However, on the whole I think
the Republicans do a better job of keep-
ing their promises than the Democrats
do, because I have just read the platform
adopted by the Demorcats in 1932; in
fact, I have a copy of that platform be-
fore me now. The Democrats said they
were going to abolish a great many of
the Government commissions; buf, in-
stead of that, they increased them. The
Democrats said they were going to get
rid of a great many of the Government
bureaus; but, instead of that, they in-
creased the number of Government
bureaus.

As we read paragraph after paragraph
of the platform which the Democratic
Party adopted in 1932, we find that the
Democrats have kept just one pledge.

So I say that is why, in my opinion,
genuine liberalism is in such danger to-
day. Where is the average man to turn?
Here we have a good, fine, honest citizen
who believes in law and order, a man
who believes that the laws should be
enforced. However, when he looks at the
Sherman Antitrust Aect, he finds that
both the great political parties have never
enforced its criminal provisions. They
see big monopolies gathering up the
bread factories, for instance, and raising
the price of bread; and they see large
monopolies obtaining control of the
dairies or ice-cream plants and raising
the price which little children have to
pay for ice cream. After a time, when
the monopolies finally are brought into
court, by means of a civil suit—after
the monopolies have robbed the common
people of millions and millions of dol-
lars—all that happens to the monopolies
is that they are fined $5,000.

Mr. President, it has always been a
great source of pride and satisfaction to
me that on the floor of the Senate the
junior Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Fercuson] has protested vehemently
against that kind of law enforcement.
Also, I remember that the late George
Norris, during the short period of time
that I was here in the Senate with him,
also rose, one day, and profested ve-
hemently and violently because of the
fact that the antitrust laws were not
being enforced.

The course of action I have advocated
in my ficht to strengthen and extend
the civil rights of all Americans is con-
tinually obstructed by the vested inter-
ests. That is why some Senators who
are backing up the effort to get some-
thing done along that line, Senators who
have followed the course of true liber-
alism, have found the going so difficult.

Some of those Republican Senators
have been joined by a few Democratic
Senators, I simply say to those Sena-
tors, tonight, that that fight never can be
won except on the basis of principle;
and I say that until they do win it, they
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will be faced with exactly what we are
faced with on the floor of the Senate
tonight.

Mr. President, during the time that
the Democrats have been in power, they
have said, “The cost of living has gone
up and up and up; and we are going
to do something about it.” They as-
sured the country that they would do
something about it.

Well, Mr. President, the Democrats
were in power in World War I, were they
not? As a matter of fact, they have
been in power in every war, other than
the Civil War, this country has ever been
engaged in; I do not think we have ever
had a war, except for the Civil War,
when we had a Republican President.

So it was that during World War II,
the Democrats—when all prices went
sky high—were in a position to do
something about that situation, for by
that time they had been in control of
the Government long enough to have ac-
quired a great deal of experience, and
they had in office an Attorney General
who was a member of their party, and he
had many assistants to aid him, and
millions of dollars was available for
their work. Certainly during World
War II the Democratic administration
had millions and millions of dollars at
its disposal; in fact the Democrats then
had the biggest appropriation for the
Department of Justice that any Depart-
ment of Justice in the history of the
United States has ever had, and that De-
partment had hundreds of lawyers in its
employ. Believe it or not, Mr. President,
in those days in the Department of
Agriculture alone there were between
200 and 300 lawyers, Democrats who
were going to save the hungry and the
naked. However, the Democrats did not
pass a single permanent law to keep
down the cost of living.

I do not know what the Democratic
candidates are going to tell the
10,000,000 people who earn less than
$2,000 a year, when the Democrats go out
campaigning. They were in power from
1932 until the Eightieth Congress, and
during that time they could have passed
any kind of law they wanted to pass.
However, they did not even pass an anti-
war-profiteering law.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield. I
am very sorry not to yield, but my time
is so limited that I cannot yield. I de-
cline to yield, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota declines to
yield. He has the floor.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, during
that long period the Democrats did not
even pass a law to wipe out profiteering,
Of course, they said they would pass a
law which would tax the war profits;
but, Mr. President, did you notice that
although the Democrats controlled the
Finance Committee, they did not pass
an excess-profits tax?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President——

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I de-
cline to yield. I am sorry, but I can-
not yield to my distinguished friend.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wish to make a
unanimous-consent request.
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Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am
sorry to decline to yield, but I simply
cannot yield to my distinguished friend
for any purpose. I simply cannot do
so. I cannot spare the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that the Senator
from Arkansas wishes to propound a
unanimous-consent regquest.

Mr. LANGER. Mryr. President, I am

sorry, but I cannot yield. I decline to
yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from North Dakota declines to
yield, and he has the floor.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the
Democrats did not even pass a law
against war profiteering.

Mr. President, we know what happened
the day after this squabble broke out in
Korea. At first it was called a squab-
ble, but it has now turned out to be a
very serious war with Korea. What was
done? I have the evidence in my office.
Some of the big chain store outfits
marked up everything they had 10 per-
cent, 15 percent, and 20 percent over-
night. There was not a single law upon
the statute books to prevent it, although
the Democrats had been in control dur-
ing all these years. Of course, the poor
farmer knows that the price of his prod-
ucts is fixed, so he finds now that he is
getting the same price that he got be-
fore, and at the same time he is trying
to buy this high-priced farm machinery.

Mr. President, do Senators know what
a self-propelled combine costs now? In
the good Republican days, of course, the
farmers did not have combines; they had
reapers. I suppose my distinguished
friend knows what a reaper is. It is a
binder. It is equipped with aprons, and
as the reaper moves through the field the
wheat runs up on the aprons, and is
turned out in bundles. I am sure my
distinguished friend has seen such bun=-
dles put into shocks,

Then we come to the price of com-
bines in 1933 and 1934, when the Dem-
ocrats took office. In 1933, when they
took office, a self-propelled combine
could be purchased for less than $3,000.
Today a man is lucky if he can get one
of them for $5,000. Here is a farmer
who is trying to make a living. He has
a half-section or a three-quarter section
farm. He cannot hire labor, because the
Democrats have all the labor in the
Army, There are more Federal em-
ployees than ever before. I think there
are 2,500,000 on the Federal payroll. So
of course the farmer wants power ma-
chinery and other labor-saving devices.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a unanimous-con-
sent request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from North Dakota yield to
the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. LANGER. I do not yield for any
purpose. I am sorry.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to permit me to sug-
gest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. LANGER.. I decline to yield for
any purpose., I am sorry, but it would
take too much time to have a quorum
call. I would lose 2 or 4 minutes. Time
is precious.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota declines to yield.

Mr. LANGER. As]I say, today a com-
bine would cost about $5,000, and the
price of other farm machinery has gone
up in proportion. It has almost doubled
in the past 4 or 5 years. Mr. President,
what happened in World War 1? Dur-
ing that war, under a Democratic ad-
ministration, the price of farm machin-
ery rose higher than it had ever been
before in the history of America. Wheat,
it will be remembered, went up to $3
and $3.50 a bushel.

What happened when the war ended?
The price of farm machinery declined
only to the extent of one single index
point. But the price of wheat dropped
to 24, 23, and 22 cents a bushel. So the
farmer who was raising wheat to sell
anywhere from 19 to 23 cents a bushel
and who wanted farm machinery still
had to pay high prices.

The Democrats said, “You can borrow
the money from the Federal Land Bank.”
True. Some of the farmers went to the
Federal Land Bank to borrow money.
What happened? When the drought
came, instead of the Federal Land Bank
at St. Paul, Minn., which is- the nearest
one to North Dakota, and the one in
whose territory we are, carrying those
farmers and giving them credit, they
foreclosed on hundreds of farms. Of
course, the Republicans said that the
Democrats were to be blame. They said
that the entire period of depression was
simply an aftermath of World War I.
Many people believe that statement. In
the great State of Missouri, as in all the
other States, various proposals were
made. On one occasion I happened to
visit some of my farmer friends in Mis-
souri who lived near St. Joseph, only a
short distance from where Jesse James
is buried.

Mr, President, some of those farmers
were on trial in the Federal courts be-
cause they had resisted a United States
marshal who was levying an execution
on farms in Missouri. In the State of
Nebraska, when conditions became so
terrible, one night I was visiting Charles
W. Bryan, then Governor of Nebraska.
In the middle of the night the telephone
rang, and it was announced to the Gov-
ernor that a farmer had been killed,
because the highways had been picketed,
and when his milk truck came along it
was tipped over. A few of us Governors
came down to see the President of the
United States. We got an appointment
with him. When we came into the Pres-
ident’s office, in October 1943, we were
met by Leo Crowley. To Floyd Olsen,
of Minnesota, Tom Berry, of South Da-
kota, Clyde Herring, of Iowa, and myself
he said, “Do you know that last night
six creameries were wrecked in the State
of Wisconsin, that coal oil was poured
on them and they were destroyed?”

I went back to Iowa. A man by the
name of Milo Reno had organized a holi-
day association, Mr, President, we are
talking now about making Communists.
He had about 200 men there in the room.
A man by the name of Jed Johnson rose
and said, “I am a teacher in a Methodist
Sunday School at Morehead, Iowa. My

grandfather filed on the farm on which -
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I am living. It has been in the family
for 75 years.”

There he was, with torn bieeches, his
toes sticking out of his worn shoes. He
said his family was starving. He was
present that night when 200 of us met
with Milo Reno. Mr. Reno caid, “We
are going to dynamite and blow up or
burn the bridges leading into Sioux City,
Iowa.” That is how close they were to
revolution in 1933. That night they ac-
tually did destroy a bridge leading into
Sioux City, Iowa.

But in 1933, 1934, 1935, 1936, and other
years the Democrats said they were go-
ing to cure the situation. Mr, President,
you can imagine my surprise, therefore,
when I read the report by Dewey Ander-
son, the man hired by 60 leading Demo-
crats, including Jimmy Roosevelt, in-
cluding the junior Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HumpHREY], including Chester
Bowles, the Governor of Connecticut, and
including Leon Henderson. If anyone
wants to get the rest of the names, let
him go back to the record. I put them
all in the record one day, Mr. Presi-
dent. Imagine my surprise to find that
Dewey Anderson, in his report, said that
there were 10,000,000 families existing
on $2,000 a year or less.

Mr, President, it does no good to do a
great deal of talking and make noble
professions of good intentions and good
faith, to make many solemn utterances
and promises and to write political plat-
forms, and to hear the speeches of the
leaders of the political parties, if the
men and women who are elected do not
carry out the promises that are made,
In 1944 the Republicans promised eivil
rights, but did not keep their promises.
In 1932 the Democrats made many prom-
ises in their platform, but kept only one
of them,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a guestion?

Mr. LANGER. I am sorry. I cannot
spare the time. If I could spare the
time, I should be glad to yield, but it is
impossible.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator declines to yield.

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, I invite
the attention of Senators to the vast
discrepancy between political promises
and political practices. What is wrong?
Why is it that we have more Commu-~
nists today than we ever had before in
the history of America?

A short time ago the Senator from
Minnesota carefully explained how Com-
munists are created. What can be the
explanation of the fact that in spite of
all these speeches neither political party
is willing to make a real issue out of the
terrible discrimination and injustice that
is imposed upon millions of our fellow
Americans? Let us look at the Japa-
nese-Americans. Two years ago I wenb
out to Los Angeles. I drove over to a
little place called Hollywood. I did not
stop there. My colleague had told me
all about the place. He had visited it.
He told me to keep away from it. I did.
In any event, I was taken to a certain
quarter of Los Angeles and shown the
section from which the Japanese had
been evacuated. They were American
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citizens, Mr. President. They had been
evacuated during the war, I could not
believe everything that was told me. So
I talked to some of the people myself.
Do Senators know what I was told? Do
Senators know what was done to those
people? Some of those American-Jap-
anese owned land worth $300 an acre.
Do Senators know how much time they
were given to sell that land? Twelve
hours. Some of the land, which was
worth $300 an acre, was sold for as little
as $8 an acre. I suggest that Senators
read the book written by Mr. McWilliams
on that subject. Read every paragraph.
It gives chapter and verse. It gives the
names of those Japanese-American cit-
izens, J

Then we have the poor Mexicans.
They are brought up from Mexico to do
the hard work. They are put in the beet
fields. They earn their money. Even
in Mexico it is almost impossible for
them to buy a small piece of land. Mr,
President, I went down to Mexico and I
found one man who owned 4,000,000
acres in the State of Chihuahua, The
poor peons working for him could not
buy an acre.

Whether Senators like or dislike Drew
Pearson, I suggest that it would be good
reading to read his column in the Wash-
ington Post day before yesterday, in
which he took up country after country
and showed how the people are tending
toward communism because a few people
own the land. Land is so high priced no
one can buy it.

Let me say something else. We do not
need to consider Puerto Rico, where we
have only two kinds of people, the very,
very poor and the very, very rich, We
do not have to go to China. We can
stay right here in the United States and
talk to some of the veterans of World
War II, who came home and wanted to
buy a piece of land. I have spoken to
some of the boys who came from, farms.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I am sorry. I cannot
yield to my distinguished friend from
Louisiana. My time is very limited.

These veterans of World War II were
absolutely unable to buy even a small
40-acre farm. After all, what good
would a 40-acre farm be? They could
not afford to buy farm machinery to farm
8 40-acre farm, when a self-propelled
combine costs $5,000. As soon as a few
of them joined together, what did we
hear? “They are Communists.” It is
charged that the Farmers Union is a
Communist outfit. That is the kind of
things we hear. 1 remember that in
some of our big cities some of the vet-
erans of World War II wanted to buy
taxicabs and operate a taxicab service.
They could not do that. They could not
get a license.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President——

Mr. LANGER. I am sorry, but I can-
not yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Long
in the chair), The Senator declines to
yield.

Mr. LANGER. My time is too scarce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is eager to conclude his address.

Mr. LANGER. I thank the distin-

XCVI—985

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

guished occupant of the chair., He is
always right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is very pleased, and the Senator
is very generous.

Mr. LANGER. The veterans who had
been in fox holes could not even operate
a taxicab business. When some of them
got together and obtained some taxicabs,
the Yellow Cab Corp. got an injunction
against théem. The veterans were oper-
ating the cabs for nothing and living on
the tips. The Yellow Cab Corp. got an
injunction and tock them off the streets.
Many Senators may remember the cara-
van which came to Washington, consist-
ing of hundreds of veterans who were
begging for a chance to make a living.

Mr. President, I was on the Judiciary
Committee. Ninety-eight of those vet-
erans came before our Judiciary Com-
mittee. They had with them a little red-
headed fellow who said he had never
made a speech in his life. He paid his
respects to the public service commis-
sion of a certain State—under the rules
of the Senate I cannot mention the
name of the State. If anyone wants to
read a good speech, he should read it, be-
cause he said, “They call us Commu-
nists. By the eternal gods, if you must
become a Communist in order to offer
your life for your country, and then can-
not even drive a taxicab, you can call me
a Communist.”

He was a veteran of World War II
who had been wounded. He had a pur-
ple heart. Now we get this kind of bill.

Mr. President, I have before me the
United Nations Charter. I read section
3 of article I, to show what Warren Aus-
tin is up against in New York. This is
one of the purposes for organizing the
United Nations,

It says:

3. To achieve international eooperation in
solving international problems of an eco-
nomic, soclal, cultural, or humanitarian
character, and in promoting and encourag-
ing respect for human rights and for fun=
damental freedoms for all without distince
tion as to race, sex, language, or religion.

Mr. President, in the State of Califor-
nia, the State of Arizona, and in some
other States, including New Jersey and
New York, there lived 3,500 people from
the West Indies. In Sacramento, Calif.,
there were 1,450. In Phoenix, Ariz.,
there were 250. They could not own
land, Mr, President. They could not get
drivers’ licenses to drive their automo-
biles. One of them bought an automo-
bile and he had to put it in someone
else’s name, because he could not get a
driver’s license. He could not testify in
court, Mr, President, I say it is to the
everla-ting credit of Claire Boothe Luce,
that she, together with EMaNUuEL CELLER
drew up the great law emancipating
those people. Two hundred and fifty
of them had served in the Army, Navy,
and Air Force. They had automatical-
ly become citizens,

But the Supreme Court of the United
States in 1924, with Justice Sutherland
writing the opinion, had held that they
were neither Caucasian nor negroid, and
therefore they could not own any prop-
erty. Claire Boothe Luce and Mr. CELLER
got the bill passed in the House, and in
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due course of time we passed it in the
Senate, and we finally saw to it that
those people had a chance to become
naturalized.

Then what happened? People won-
der what creates Communists. Those
people wanting to own property had
turned their property over to so-called
white people, to lawyers and others, but
when this law was passed and they could
become citizens, those fellows would not
turn their property back. They said,
“This property is in my name.” When
some of them wanted to become natu-
ralized they proceeded to charge them
all the way from $2,000 to $2,500.

Luckily for those people we had a great
Attorney General at that time, Thomas
C. Clark, in my opinion by far one of
the best Attorneys General we ever had
in America., Mr. Clark said, “I am not
going to sit idly by and see those people
who have worked so hard and so long
and so faithfully, robbed.” So, Mr. Clark
got one of his great immigration ex-
perts from Texas, a man by the name of
Carpenter. They called all these people
together. I accompanied them on the
trip. The immigration authorities made

- it plain that all those men had to pay

was $18. Mr. Clark said he would make
it tough for anyone who continued to
hold up these people for $2,000 or $2,500
in order to get citizenship in the United
States.

Mr. President, I am not going to dis-
cuss the other minority groups in this
country. We know that many of them
continue to be subjected to outrageous
denial of their constitutional rights, and
to the injustices imposed by reactionary
vested interests and bloated bureauc-
racies?

But we cannot blame some of them.
We cannot blame the veteran with one
arm who went down Pennsylvania Ave-
nue just after the war was over and
went into a restaurant and laid down his
money, but they would not serve him a
cup of coffee because he was half white
and half black. He came to see me in
my office. We cannot blame some of the
little girls who graduated from Howard
University cum laude, who wanted a job
but they were told the best job they could
get was that of a scrub woman. They
came into my office and protested. Put
yourself in their place, Mr. President.

To me the answer is obvious. The
vested interests, the gluttons of privi-
leges and those who wish to capitalize
for their own selfish purposes on the re-
sentment of those who are suffering
from these injustices have moved into

. the political arena to make political cap-

ital out of human misery.

I never got well acquainted with Mrs.
Franklin Delano Roosevelt. I wish I
had. But I remember reading one of
her articles, and in her article, in the
column, My Day, she told what she found

~within two blocks of this Capitol when

she went on a tour of investigation. I
might say that if the Czar of Russia had
had a wife like Mrs. Roosevelt perhaps
there would not be any Communists in
Russia. Mrs., Roosevelt, within two
blocks of the Capitol, found drinking
water alongside of a lavatory, and sick
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people, diseased people, wanting elec-
tric lights, within two blocks of the
Capitol of the United States.

The Democrats say, “Let us send your
money to Ethiopia, billions to Ethiopia,
billions to all the other countries.”
What difference does it make even
though we have 2,000,000 families that
have only $2,000 g year in this country?

Sometimes I wonder if the Democratic
Party would not have been smart if they
had followed the advice of Mrs. Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt, who told them
about all this suffering and want within
two blocks of the Capitol of the United
States of America.

Again let me say that the whole
question of civil richfs belongs to the
American people as a whole. I remem-
ber the distinguished junior S=nator
from Maine [Mrs. Smita] rising in the
Senate Chamber one day and saying,
“We are neither Democrats nor Repub-
licans. We are Americans.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield. I
have not time. I am extremely sorry.

I agree with the junior Senator from
Maine, and let me say that this whole
question of ecivil rights belongs neither
to the Democrats nor the Republicans,
but to the American people as a whole,
and the American people have to work
out a solution.

If we, who are most vitally interested
in this cause, do not recognize the evils
and the dangers of permitting the civil-
rights issue to become a political foot-
ball, to be kicked around by the poli-
ticians of any or all political parties,
and if we do not ficht to prevent this
from happening, we shall lose our strug-
gle to settle this issue on the basis of
principle.

What, then, shall we do—how shall
we plan to carry on this fight?

I believe that we must renew our
efforts to force both political parties to
abandon their political approach to this
issue and to return instead to a civil-
rights program based on a strengthen-
ing and an extension of our constitu-
tional guaranties that underlie the Bill
of Rights.

What does the hill before us do? It
throws our Bill of Rights out the win-
dow. For the first time in the history of
America we hear about concentration
camps in America. If the press does not
write the kind of an article the Presi-
dent of the United States wants them to

write, put them in a concentration
camp,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . Does the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr, LANGER. I decline to yield for
any purpose. I am very sorry, but I
have not the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is very sorry.

Mr. LANGER. Of course they have a
lot of words they use, hedging around.
Some might say it is not quite as bad
as that. But let me tell my distin-
guished friend from Illinois that if we
give a man power, when he is given au-
thority he wants more power and more
authority all the time, He does not like
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criticism, either. He does not like a free
press, either.

I may not agree with the Chicago
Tribune, but one of the most disgraceful
things that was done during the World
War was when the present President of
the United States tried to get the Chi-
cagd Tribune indicted, took them before
a grand jury.

I do not believe there is a single daily
newspaper in North Dakota that ever
supported me for an office. If so, I did
not cee it. Yet those newspapers had
the right, the God-given right, to criti-
cize me, just as they had the right to
criticize any Member of this body.

The idea of giving anybody authority,
I do not care whether it is a political
board appointed by the President of the
United States, or by the Attorney Gen-
eral, or by the head of the Defense Dz~
partment, that scares men writing for
the press in this great Nation of America.
I say that is wrong, and as long as I have
breath in my body I intend to oppose it.

Now we come to the Bill of Rights, and
the Bill of Rights is not the essential
monopoly of any political party. The
Democrats do not own it and the Re-
publicans do not own it, any more than
any majority or any minority group.

This is a fundamental question of hu-
man rights, whieh is too sacred to be set-
tled by appealing to selfish, personal or
group interests, and any attempt by a
political party to bribe minority groups
into support of its own particular pro-
gram will only postpone a constructive
and permanent solution fo the problems
that are plaguing us.

The solution calls for two things, two
things in our public life and in our pri-
vate life, integrity and courage. It calls
for men who will not promise what they
cannot deliver. The Republican Party
in 1944 made promises, it pledged itself;
three times it used words dealing with
civil rights. g

Then when the Republicans got in con-
trol in the Eightieth Congress they paid
no attention to the minority groups, and
they got exactly what was coming to
them from those minority groups 2 years
later. But what is puzzling is why the
Democrats did not carry out the civil-
rights programs. They had overwhelm-
ing control in both the House and Sen-
ate in 1933. Why did they not pass
civil-rights legislation? We hear so
much about the Republicans not carry-
ing out their promises. Why did not the
Democrats carry out their promises when
they had great majorities in both the
House and the Senate?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doesthe
Senator wish to ask the Senator to yield
to ask a question?

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota declines to
yield.

Mr. O'CONOR, Mr. President, is it
not proper for a Senator to rise and ad-
dress the Chair first before he addresses
the Senator who is speaking?

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I de-
cline to yield.

Mr. O'CONOR. MTr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.
Mr. O'CONOR. Is not that the cor-
rect procedure?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
proper precedure.
Mr. O'CONOR. I thank the Chair.
Mr. LANGER. MTr, President, I do not
yield for any purpose.
So I say, we come right back to the
proposition of why the Democrats did
not pass civil-rights legislation. The
Democrats were in control for a long
time in both House and Senate with an
overwhelming majority, and did not
pass such legislation, Yet they criti-
cized the Eightieth Congress as the
worst Congress in the' history of the
United States. They said in their plat-
form the Eightieth Congress was the
worst in the history of the United
tates. But what did the Democrats do
in 1946, in 1944, in 1942, in 1940, in 1938,
in 1936, in 1934? Why did they not pass
civil-rights legislation? They have been
in control in the Eighty-first Congress.
Yet when attempt was made to bring
up civil-rights bills, how some of the so-
called liberals ran, how they scattered.
So I say I believe the solution calls for
two things in our public life and in our
private actions—integrity and courage.
It calls for men who will not promise
what they cannot deliver. It calls for
men who will stand up and be counted,
for or against the truth. It does not
call for political partisanship, and it
need not call for special legislation, if
only we dare to trust ourselves to the
spirit of our traditional liberties and the
wisdom of our political institutions.
Mourn not for the dead, who In the soft
earth lie;

Ashes to ashes, and dust to dust, even as
you and I;

Mourn rather for the cowardly meek,

Who know the world’s wrongs but dare not
speak,

Mr. President, in these days when the
very life of our Republic is at stake, and
that fact is yet unknown to many mil-
lions of people in America; in these
days when greed and avarice and money-
hungry persons are getting rich from the
suffering and sacrifices of our boys in
the Korean battlefields;. in these days
when profits are sacred and lives are
cheap and wasted, I know that I rise in
this Chamber and that mine is almost a
lone voice amidst the bickerings of
Democrats and Republicans battling for
advantage upon this floor. Believe me,
citizens of the United States, it is here
upon this floor and not in national con-
ventions where the real platforms of the
two major parties are written.

They would not be the platform of the
Farmer-Lahor Party because in the en-
tire Senate we do not have a single la-
boring man. Oh, we have a few who 20
or 30 years ago were telegraphers or
worked in a coal mine. We have some
who boast about the fact that they are
still carrying union cards. I am talking,
however, about the man who got up at 3
or 4 o’clock in the morning to milk cows,
or who went down 2 miles in the bowels
of the earth to dig coal. How many such
have we in the Senate?

And yet, Mr. President, even I elected
as a Republican with the endorsement
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of the Nonpartisan League of my State
of North Dakota, even I, who have been
in almost numberless political battles,
hesitate to enter into this fray. It is
only because of my deep sense of duty
to the American people, because of the
call for justice and right that is gnaw=-
ing upon my conscience, that causes me
to expose to pitiless, searching light those
betrayers of our country, those who have
scuttled the hopes of our forefathers
who founded this country, those who cal-
lously entered into a conspiracy to wreck
that for which hundreds of thousands
of our youth have given their lives.

Perhaps the greatest single cause of
my speaking was the words of the senior
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc-
Mazon] when on August 14, 1950, he
stated, as appears on page 12417 of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, as follows: .

Mr. President, at a time when our forces
are hard-pressed in Korea, and when Malik
is trying to put over a wholesale fraud on
the minds of mankind, I regret to say that
some of our Republican colleagues have
chosen to issue a crafty political statement
on foreign policy, designed to cozen a few
votes in November.

Senators will remember how the junior
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LopGEl
answered that. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Connecticut continued:

These masters of hindsight seek to cut
themselves in on the victories of our foreign
policy and to divorce themselves from our
defeats. :

When a policy has worked well, they call it
“pipartisan achievement,” but if things go
badly, they insist the administration must
take the blame.

They cannot absolve themselves by cling=
ing to coattails of the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. VanpENBERG|. The record shows
that one-half of the Republican Party has
vigorously opposed his patriotic efforts to
secure legislative enactments necessary to the
success of the Greek-Turkish, ECA, and At-
lantic Pact policies.

Now, Mr. President, let the American
people examine the facts. Now, let the
American people know why we have
forces that are hard-pressed in Korea.
Now, let the American people know how
Malik got into this United States and
why he is on the radio and on television.
Now, let the American people know how
it is possible that Malik and his Com-
munists now are “trying to put over a
wholesale fraud on the minds of man-
kind.” Now, I say now, is the time for
the American people to get the everlast-
ing truth as to whether some of us are
“masters of hindsight” who ‘“‘seek to cut
themselves in on the victories of our
foreign policy.” Now is the time care-
fully to dissect this so-called “bipartisan
achievement” of which the Senator from
Connecticut boasts. Now, right now, is
the time for the American people to de-
cide which half of the Republican Party
has been right and which half has been
wrong. Now, right now, is the time—
now, before the elections in November—
now is the time for each American who
loves this country to fix the blame for
the shame, the betrayal of all that Amer-
icans have held dear for centuries.

What are the facts, Mr. President?
Only a few years ago, within the memory
of every single Senator upon this floor,
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our country was riding the crest of the
wave.

We were a happy, contented, and
prosperous Nation. We were not wor-
ried about the Communists. If anyone
had, in those days, prophesied that at
this time there would be before the Sen-
ate a bill providing for concentration
camps and registration for Communists,
he would have been laughed at.

At that time, only a few years ago, we
were ridinz the crest of the wave—a
happy, contented, prosperous Nation.
‘We were a Nation beloved by the peoples
in every corner of the world. We were a
great, progressive country. If there was
an earthquake anywhere, we were sent
for. Money from the United States was
contributed for the relief of every major
disaster. Our acts of charity at the time
of any earthquake or flood or other great
disaster were one of the wonders of the
world. Those acts remain in the memory
of every Member of this body. We were
then known as the most progressive
country on the face of the earth, a coun-
try where the average man who worked
could almost invariably count upon suc-
cess.

What has happened to America? I
have heard the distinguished senior
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]
tell about it time and time again, on this
floor—tell about . how we changed from a
happy, progressive, beloved country, be-
loved in every corner of the earth, into
what we are today.

‘What has happened to us? Even dur-
ing those prosperous days we had some
panics. Under the Democratic President
Grover Cleveland we had hunger and
want and suffering, and we also had fear.
Later, under the Republican President
Herbert Hoover, we had the same hun-
ger and the same want and the same
suffering, and we also had fear. The
soup kitchens in the days of Grover
Cleveland were just as numerous as the
soup kitchens in the days of Herbert
Hoover. Jobs were scarce and hard to
obtain under either of those Presidents.
There was fear of starvation, lack of ade-
quate clothing, and bitter disappoint-
ment in the lives of hundreds of thou-
sands of human beings, under both those
Presidents.

However, the great American people
overcame adversity under bath the
Democratic President Grover Cleveland
and the Republican President Hoover,
Our great Republic was so strong in those
days it did not owe $250,000,000,000 or
$260,000,000,000, Mr. President—and the
panics or depressions could not, in the
long run, hurt us any. Our forefathers
had planned too well; they had sacrificed
too much; and their children and their
grandchildren could scoff at minor mis-
fortunes.

Until 1940, every President who was
elected in the United States had fol-
lowed the example of George Washing-
ton, who had spurned a third term. Un-
til 1940, the men who composed the vari-
ous political party conventions were
willing to be bound by the traditional
two terms for President, although am-
bitious men had tried, and tried hard,
to break that tradition. One Repub-
lican tried to get a third consecutive
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term, and he missed it by only one vote,
in a Republican national convention.
Until 1940, the Democratic and Repub-
lican delegates to the political party
conventions had repudiated any attempt
to give any man a longer term as the
Chief Executive of the United States.

But in 1940 the.Democratic National
Convention met; and those representa-
tives of greed and avarice, of power, of
money, and of determination, cast aside
all the limits of American tradition, so
that they might capture new jobs. They
wanted to hold on to the jobs they al-
ready had. The good Democrats, the
true, loyal Americans, fought a losing
fight—but a brave one—to protect the
men and women of the United States
from the hands of those who, either
thinkingly or unthinkingly, were bent
upon that robbery. Franklin D. Roose-
velt had heen President of the United
States for 8 years—just as great a
President for those 8 years, as he was
later to prove to be one of the very poor-
est Presidents during the succeeding 8
years when he served. It is almost as if
Almighty God was wreaking his wrath
upon a country which had turned its
back upon a century and a half of un-
paralleled freedom, unparalleled liberty,
and unparalleled prosperity. Those
delegates at the 1940 Democratic Na-
tional Convention were not thinking of
Almighty God or of the great Nation we
had here at that time. Those payrollers
and relatives of payrollers wanted jobs.
“We can win with Roosevelt,” they said,
“no matter if he is old, no matter if he is
sick, no matter if he is now incompetent
and worn out by the burdens he has
shouldered for 8 years.”

So there, Mr. President, the road to
ruin commenced.

I am proud of the fact that one of the
great leaders against that third term was
the father of the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana [Mr, Long] who now oc-
cupies the chair in this deliberative body.
He led a brave fight, a fearless fight, a
fight of which every true, honest-to-God
American could be proud. He was not
afraid. Do you think he would have
hesitated to speak on this floor on any
bill? He was a man who was willing to
sink into oblivion if need be, so long as
he maintained a firm stand for the prin-
ciples in which he believed. He was a
man who, knowing that his days were
numbered, stood on the floor of the Sen-
ate and bared his breast to the enemy,
and said to those who had almost un-
paralleled power in this country, “Come
on and do your worst.”

Mr. President, there is no need for me
to say today on this floor what has been
said hundreds of times by Senators who
voted for American participation in
World War I, and thereafter spent days,
weeks, and months regretting that vote.
The CoNGrREssiONAL REcorp speaks for
itself in that respect. Anyone who is in-
terested in that matter only has to read
in the ConcressioNAL REcorp the state-
ments of Senator after Senator who,
after having voted for American en-
trance into World War I, laier rose on
the floor of the Senate and said, “We
never should have gone into that war,
and I have regretted again and again
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the vote I cast in favor of having the
United States enter it.”

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a request——

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I de-
cline to yield. I have not the time to
spare. I am terribly sorry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LoNG
in the chair). The Senator from North
Dakota declines to yield.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, there is
no need today to repeat the words of
those Senators, some of whom are still
Members of this body, who in later years
admitted that the United States had no
business in World War I. I pause only
to pay tribute to Willlam Jennings
Bryan, Democratic Secretary of State
under Woodrow Wilson, who resigned
his job as Secretary of State, rather than
be a party to the entrance of the United
States into that war. That great, fear-
less patriot, William Jennings Bryan,
who never sold the truth to serve the
hour, walked out as Secretary of State,
rather than continue in a Cabinet which
was bringing the United States into
World War I.

Mr. President, I can only pause to pay
tribute to James A, Farley, of New
York—Jim Farley, who bravely and fear-
lessly and gallantly broke with Franklin
Delano Roosevelt rather than assist him
in securing a third consecutive nomina-
tion for President. Yes, Mr. President,
whenever we have a crisis in America
there are always a few men who are un-
afraid. We had them in the Democratic
National Convention in 1940.

But I can say this, and it is said with
the knowledge that it can never be con-
tradicted successfully: History has
proved that it can never be successfully
contradicted that it was a Democratic
National Convention in 1940 which took
advantage of the calamitous panic,
brought on by themselves, through en-
gaging in World War I. That was the
entering wedge, the very keystone to the
demoralization of the Government which
we face today.

We had no right to turn our backs
upon Providence, when that Democratic
National Convention met and violated
the two-term tradition. We had no
more right to do that then we had to
tempt Providence. And it is not sacrile-
gious to say that in my opinion an all-
wise Providence is today punishing the
proud people who foresook the glorious
history of a century and a half, a history
rich in achievement, in advancement, in
standard of living—a United States that
was the envy of the world.

Today it is not for me to pose as an
expert and to tell about the great mis-
takes of World War II, how one mis-
take followed rapidly upon the heels of
another, until at last it seemed as though
it was almost too late to make any more
mistakes. The military expert for the
New York Times, Hanson W. Baldwin, in
his book of 114 pages, carefully authen-
ticated, enumerates these mistakes one
after another, so plainly, so concisely, so
clearly, and not a single sentence, not a
single paragraph, not a single page of
that book has ever been successfully
repudiated.

And today, after 18 years of Demo-
cratic rule, 18 years for which they
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must assume responsibility, 18 years of
appeasing Communists, of alinements
with foreign nations who today are in
possession of all our secrets, after years
of partnership with countries that have
laughed at and mocked us for decades,
we stand at the lowest ebb in decades,
sacrificing our youth in battle, sacrific-
ing needlessly the heritage our fore-
fathers fought for, scores of years ago.
What suckers the leading Democrats
and many of our leading Republicans
have been. What a terrible price the
youth of America is paying for such
miserable leadership.

And it is this which causes me to hear
with amazement the words of the senior
Senator from Connecticut, to which I
alluded in the beginning of my remarks.
The Senator says that some of us Re-
publicans are “masters of hindsight,”
and that one-half of the Republican
Party, of which I am one, "has vigorously
opposed his [Mr. VANDENBERG'S] patriotic
efforts to secure legislative enactments
necessary to the success of the Greek-
Turkish, ECA, and Atlantic Pact poli-
cies.”

Mr. President, I wonder why the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Connec-
ticut [Mr, McMaroN] does not mention
the Atlantic Charter. Why did he not
talk about the Atlantic Charter, recently,
when he was speaking? He could not
very well talk about a charter that never
existed, that was merely a scrap of
paper, which was lied about to us by
those in control of the Demoeratic Party.
Does the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut want to forget about that,
as he may want people to forget about
the invasion of Normandy, and the state-
ment of Winston Churchill, “All I want
are guns and tools—we've got the men.”
All of us who listened on the radio heard
it. Yet, when the casualties were count-
ed which resulted from the invasion of
Normandy, it was found that of 116,000
casualties, 86,000 were American boys.
I wonder what the parents who lost some
of those boys thought as they remem-
bered Winston Churchill's speech: “Give
us the guns, give us the tools—we’ve got
the men.”

Mr. President, a moment ago I re-
ferred to the book entitled “The Great
Mistakes of the War,” by the military
expert of the New York Times, Mr. Han-
son W. Baldwin. I stated at that time
what he said about the book is being
fully authenticated. Mr. Baldwin is a
great military expert. Where is there a
greater? The New York Times would
not have him upon its payroll if he were
not a great expert.

Some of us who do not agree with this
bill were called upon to follow “again
and again and again” the bipartisan
agreement between the Republicans and
Democrats, which was referred to by
the senior Senator from Connecticut on
August 14, He said half the Republi-
can Party was opposed to it, and he had
a right to. The pity of it is that the
entire Republican Party was not opposed
to it. What thanks did they get at the
Philadelphia convention? I ask my dis-
tinguished friends sitting before me to-
night, who were delezates to that con-
vention? What thanks did they get from
the President of the United States, when
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he delivered that speech that night at
Philadelphia, at 2 o’clock in the morning,
ridiculing the Republican Party?

What does the military expert say,
the author to whom I referred a little
while ago, Mr. Hanson W. Baldwin?
Speaking of the Great Mistakes of the
War, the same men made them who
are today trying to lead us—the same
outfit, Republicans and Democrats alike.
That has been demonstrated by the
votes which have been cast. This man
they cannot laugh down. They could get
up and say, “Senator So-and-So, from
the little State of So-and-So, is not a
military expert, what does he know
about it?” Here we have the greatest
expert of them all.

And who is Mr, Hanson W. Baldwin?
Let me tell Senators who this man is.’
He is the military expert for the New
York Times. He received the Pulitzer
Prize for reporting World War II. He is
considered a leading authority on the
politics and technology of modern war-
fare. He attended the second atom bomb
blast at Bikini, and has recently in-
spected guided missile and rocket launch-
ing installations throughout the Nation,
His last book, The Price of Peace, an
analysis of American international obli-
gations, won high praise from both po-
litical and military sources. The New
York Herald-Tribune said: “It well ex-
emplifies Mr. Baldwin’s outstanding vir-
tues of courage, intellectual toughness,
and honesty.”

The Chattanooga Times called it “re-
quired reading for anyone interested in
our Nation’s future.”

That is the man I am quoting. He
received a Pulitzer prize, and he was
appointed by our Government to inspect
rocket launchings, and he was present
at the second atom-bomb blast. He is a
great expert. He tells us about the men
we are asked to follow. He tells us
about the mistakes they have made. Mr.
President, perhaps I would follow a man
who made one mistake. If he took me
out on a road and suddenly I found my-
self in a swamp, perhaps I would follow
him again. However, when he tried to
lead me a second time I would be a little
more careful. Certainly after he led me
into a swamp three or four different
times, I would be very careful. Over a
period of 6, 8, or 10 years, I do not think
I would follow that man very far. So it
is of the greatest importance that Sen-
ators voting on this bill should know the
kind of leadership we have today, in the
opinion of this great military expert,
who won the Pulitzer prize, and is the
military expert of the New York Times.

As the Indian says, “Fool me once,
shame on you. Fool me twice, shame on
me.” An Indian does not expect to be
fooled more than twice. This expert
makes it plain that our leaders made
every mistake they could make. They
are making another one now on this bill.
?agae is what Mr. Hanson W. Baldwin

In February 1945 at Yalta and on June 6,
1944, the date of the Allied invasion of Nor-
mandy, might be said that we lost the peace.

I have read the first 2'% lines of his
book. Imagine that. I must repeat it.
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It must sink into the brain of every
American,

In February 1945 at Yalta and on June 6,
1944, the date of the Allied invasion of Nor=
mandy, might be said that we lost the peace.
American political and strategic mistakes
during the war possibly lengthened it; cer-
tainly made it more difficult. Our allies are
responsible for the difficulties and crises
through which we have been passing since
the war.

I hope every Republican who voted for
the bipartisan policy is listening to me,
because if the American people ever
know the truth, one thing is as cerfain
as two and two make four. If the
American people ever know the truth,
there will be some vacant chairs in the
Senate. The Republican Party was
elected as a party of opposition. What
choice was there between Dewey and
Rosevelt? What choice was there un-
der the system of electing a President
that we have in this country? Burton
K. Wheeler, speaking to 108,000 people
in one night in Los Angeles, was unable
to give the American public a chance
to vote whether or not they wanted to
follow his philosophy.

When we tried to amend the Constitu-
tion, to give the common people the right
to vote directly for President at a pri-
mary, even the watered down consti-
tutional amendment known as the Lodge
amendment could not pass the House,
The vested interests were too strong.
They would not even let that little
watered down measure be submitted to
the legislatures of the States. That
happens in America, the land of the free.

It is to the everlasting credit of the
Senate, Mr. President, that when I of-
fered an amendment providing for the
direct election of the President by the
people in the primary, where anyone
could run for President if he wanted to
run simply filing a duly signed petition,
32 Senators voted for it. The distin-
guished occupant of the chair, away
from the Senate at that time, was paired
for it, making 33 Senators. More than
one-third of the Senate was willing to
let the people of the United States vote
directly for President and let the people
decide, instead of having one group of
politicians picking one fellow, and a few
weeks later, another group, in some
smoke-filled room, putting up another
candidate, and saying to the people, “We
do not care which one you elect, either
one is our man.” That is why I say
when we look over the cabinets it is like
looking at a directory of Wall Street.

When Tom Lamont died, the New York
Times paid him the tribute that he, of
the House of Morgan, visited every week
at the White House to advise the Presi-
dent of the United States, Mr. Roosevelt.
The same House of Morgan which under
Republican Presidents was shown up in
the munitions investigations to have
made $30,000,000 representing England.
What chance was there whether we had
a Republican President or a Democratic
President? The vested interests became
careless when they wrote his obituary.
They told the truth. How many citizens
of America know that? How many
Americans know that Franklin D. Roose-
velt had a representative of the House
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of Morgan in the White House every
week?

Iread from Mr. Baldwin’s book. Sen-
ators will find some great articles in
this book., Some of the things in this
book will surprise every Senator within
the sound of my voice. It says that the
United States has fought wars differently
from other people. He says:

We haye fought for the immediate victory,
not for the ultimate peace. Unlike the
British or the Russians, we have had no
grand design, no over-all concept. This lack
of a well-defined political objective to chart
our military action has distinguished to
greater or less degree much of our past
history.

During World War II our political mis-
takes cost us the peace. The British and
the Russians thought and fought in terms
of the big pleture, the world after the war;
we thought and fought in terms of what
we could do to lick Germany and Japan now.

This book is an attempt to illuminate
some of these mistakes.

I repeat, mistakes made by the same
outfit, some of the same leaders who
have been in charge of our Government
for the past 15 or 18 years. They are
asking us to follow them again tonight.

It is, of course, easy to be wise In retro-
spect and to look back with the benefit of
hindsight at the greatest war in history and
to point to errors and confusion. They were
inevitable, for war is conducted by men and
men are fallible. A historian's judgments,
moreover, are something like those of a
Monday morning global quarterback. Yet
if we are ever to learn from our mistakes
we must identify them.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield. I
simply have not the time. I deeply re-
gret it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator declines to yield for any pur-
pose.

Mr. LANGER. This excerpt continues
about people making mistakes. People
are making another mistake tonight, Mr,
President, in the judgment of the senior
Senator from North Dakota, a very se-
rious mistake.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a quorum call?

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield. I
cannot spare the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will not yield for any purpose
whatsoever.

Mr. LANGER. Time is so short.

Mr. Baldwin said:

The major American wartime errors were
all part and parcel of our political imma-
turity. We fought to win—period. We did
not remember that wars are merely an exten-
sion of politics by other means; that wars
have objectives; that wars without objec-
tives represent particularly senseless slaugh=
ters; that unless a nation is to engage in
an unlimited holocaust those objectives
must be attalnable by the available
strength, limited by the victor’'s capacity to
enforce them and the willingness of the
vanquished state to accept them; and that
the general objective of war is a more stable
peace.

All through the war we heard that we
were fighting a war for peace, that we
were giving other countries destroyers
for peace, have a Selective Service Act
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because we were going to enforce the
peace. Everything was for peace. This
expert says we lost it.

We forgot that the *unity of outlook be-
tween allies in war never extends to the sub-~
sequent discussion of peace terms."

Mr. President, if only those who are
opposed to the conference report could
get people to go to the Congressional Li-
brary there they could read what Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt said about the Rus-
sians and abouf Joe Stalin when they
were fighting with Germany against us,
and all the names he called them. Yet
as quickly as he had an opportunity he
joined them. President Roosevelt en-
tirely forzot, as Mr. Hanson says:

We forgot that “while the attainment of
military objectives brings victory in war, it
is the attalnment of political objectives
which wins the subsequent peace.” The
United States, in other words, had no peace
aims—

Where were the Democrats? With all
the experience they had in World War I,
where was this war party, this Demo-
cratic Party which looks around for war
every time they get into office, appar-
ently? Yet this military expert said the
United States had no war aims at all—
we had only the vaguest kKind of idea, ex-
pressed in the vaguest kind of general prin-
ciples (the Atlantic Charter, the United
Nations) of the kind of postwar world we
wanted.

He said we had only the vaguest kind
of an idea, and Senators have only the
vaguest kind of an idea of the bill they
are voting for tonight.

Those listening to the debate on the
bill today must have wondered as they
listened whether some of the Senators
had read the bill more than once. We
found disagreement on the part of the
Democrats themselves. One Demo-
cratic Senator was talking and another
rose and said, “These sentences do not
mean at all what they say.” He said
that when the conference report said it
would be necessary to list all the defense
projects it did not mean that at all.

What can we think of a party, Mr.
President, that is not even smart enough
to write a bill which the Democrats
themselves can understand? These men
are not illiterate, they have college edu-
cation, yet they read a bill and cannot
agree on what it means.

There are between 40,000 and 45,000
defense plants. One Democrat gets up
and says that under this bill it will be
necessary to publish them all. He is
promptly challenged by another Demo-
crat on the floor who says that is not
true at all. He says it will not be nec-
essary even to publish anything about
atomic energy plants.

Which one of these two are we to be-
lieve? What is the average man on the
street going to say about it? If we pass
this bill, two men will meet and one will
say, “I know Senator So-and-So and I
read the CoNcREssIONAL REeccrp and he
said you have to publish every one of
these defense plants.” The other man
says, “Oh, no. I read what the other
Senator said. You don't have to pub-
lish any of them.” The Secretary of
Defense says they must be listed. On
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this floor a few days ago when we were
talking about wool, one of the Senators
said that one of the greatest articles of
defense is wool, that if we are going up
north to the Arctic Circle to do any fight-
ing wool will become very important, and
we should grab it all.

Mr. President, if that is true, is the
farmer who produces wool a part of the
defense mechanism? Is his name going
to be published? If the hired man who
works for him is a Communist, is the
farmer compelled to investigate every
man who wants a job to herd sheep or
shear wool? It is said that under this
bill if a book is printed and a man who
works in a print shop is a Communist,
the publisher himself is guilty.
tlnIJ decline to yield. I cannot spare the

e.

Mr. KILGORE. Will the Senator
yield for a quorum call?

Mr. LANGER. Not for any purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota declines to
yield.

Mr. LANGER. So, Mr. President,
“when it comes to the question of having
forty to forty-five thousand individual
defense plants, it is a matter of great
importance whether or not all their
names shall be published.

That brings us right down to what the
President said in his veto message. Ifis
strange, is it not, that when a campaign
is on, some of the Democratic candidates
want the President to come into their
States, and speak at every whistle stop,
They appeal to the President on bended
knee, “Please, oh, please, Harry Truman,
come into my district. I need help.”
Then when he becomes President, and he
calls in, to obtain the benefit of their
judgment, members of his Cabinet, the
head of the Munitions Board, the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Attorney General of
the United States, and gives Congress
the benefit of the advice he has received,
Members of Congress who have ridden in
on his coattails, who may have pleaded
on bended knee for the President’s help
in their eampaigns, say in effect that
the President does not know what he is
talking about. They will say, “It is not
popular now to vote against this bill, and
I certainly am not going to follow Harry
Truman now. I know so much more
than he does.”

What did the President say about these
40,000 or 45,000 defense plants? What
he said is not based on the judgment of
Harry Truman alone. A Senator who
votes against the President’s advice is
setting up his judgment against whom?
President Truman said:

I am taking this action only after the
most serious study and reflection, and after
consultation with the security and intel-
ligence agencies of the Government. The
Department of Justice, the Department of
Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency, and
the Department of State have all advised me
that the bill would seriously damage the se-
curity and the intelligent operation for which
't.hey are msponslble. T'hey have strongly eX=-

pressed the hope that the bill would-not be-
come law.

So a Member of Congress who votes
for the bill says he knows more about it
than the President does, than Attorney
General McGrath does and more than

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

his staff does. Any Senator who does
not agree with the interpretation of the

bill as given to it by the President says in

effect that the Attorney General and

his staff do not know what they are talk-

ing about. “I know more about it than

they do.” Some who may have tried law=

suits, perhaps most of them in justice

courts, may say they know more about
the subject than does the Attorney Gen-

eral of the United States; that the At-

torney General of the United States is

mistaken. They say in effect that they

know more about the subject than men
who are handling hundreds of millions
upon hundreds of millions of dollars;

they know more about it than General
Marshall, they know more about it than
Omar Bradley, they know more about
it than Louis Johnson, they know more
about it than General Eisenhower.

Mr. President, it was only a short time
ago that we voted hundreds of millions
of dollars for the Central Intelligence
Agency. Senators will remember the de-
bate that took place then. Some Sena-
tors, as the ReEcorp shows, did not even
know that the FBI did not operate in
Europe and in Asia. The debate
showed they thought that J. Edgar
Hoover went all over the world, and they
were amazed to find out that the FBI's
operations were confined only to the
United States of America. They were
amazed to find out that the Central In-
telligence Agency simply succeeded the
secret service organization we had dur-
ing the war, headed by Bill Donovan,

We have appropriated hundreds of
millions of dollars and have hired the
best men that money can get to come
into agency. We send all over the world
graduates of Columbia, Harvard, Yale,
Delaware University, University of Min-
nesota, North Dakota University, Loui=
siana University, the University of Ala-
bama, Tulane, the University of West
Virginia, and others. They go to Iran,
Iraq, Ethiopia; they go all over Africa,
all over China; they go all over the world
and gather what? They gather evidence
at the risk of their lives. They run so
much risk, they encounter so much dan-
ger that we have even passed a special
retirement act applicable to them. They
gather the evidence.

The President and the Vice President
and all the other members of the Board
of Defense know what nations are friend-
ly to us. They are advised by the Cen-
tral Intellicence Agency. They know
what country is friendly and what coun-
try is unfriendly to us. No one knows it
better than the President of the United
States of America. If he has the least
suspicion that some country is unfriend-
ly, he notifies the head of the depart-
ment to investigate.

The President of the United States
called in all those people fo advise him
respecting the bill, and they all said to
him, “This bill is no good.” The De-
partment of State, with embassies lo-
cated all over the world, knows just
what is going on in South America, in
Mexico, in China, and probably even in
Russia. The Department says the bill
is no good. The President of the United
States, after receiving that advice from
those men and women had the courage,
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the moral stamina, to tell the Senate
honestly, whether it is wise politically or
unwise, that this is a bad bill. Where
are those fellows who were hanging on
President Truman’'s coattails a few
short months ago, begging to be elected?
Now we are told that President Truman
knows nothing, They say, “We know so
much more than Mr., Truman or the
Vice President or Omar Bradley or any
of the other men the President says he
consulted. We are not going to support
the President of the United States.”

Mr. President, I am a Republican, and
Mr. Truman is a Democrat; but I have
been disgusted, as I have traveled over
this great Republic of ours, to find
Democratic newspapers and Republican
newspapers alike making fun of and
criticizing the President of the United
States of America. Our forefathers
came here to establish this great coun-
try, and they adopted the finest Con-
stitution which, up to the present, has
ever been adopted by any nation on the
face of the earth. We have Constitu-
tion Day, and on that day the orators
tell us what a great document the Con-
stitution of the United States is.

In that Constitution it is provided
that there shall be a President and a
Vice President. The people of this great
country—rich and poor, alike; men and
women, regardless of race, creed, or
color—went to the polls and elected
Harry Truman, President; and ALBEN
'W. BARKLEY, Vice President. Before that
time, the people had elected Franklin
D. Roosevelt, President; and Harry Tru-
man, Vice President. It was the will of
the people. The American people did
it, even though the large newspapers
spoke out overwhelmingly against it.

Mr, President, under our great Con-
stitution, Harry Truman is Commander
in Chief of the Army, the Navy, and the
Air Force; he is our President. We
would expect that the average Ameri-
can would honor the President. We
would think the average American
would realize that there stands one man,
alone, to protect the health and the
safety of the rank and file of the people
of the United States. He stands there
alone, Mr. President.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr, LANGER. I decline to yield, be-
cause I am just about to pay a tribute
to the President of the United States,
I am very sorry that I cannot yield.

Mr. KILGORE. I ask the Senator to
yield just for a question.

Mr. LANGER. I am sorry, but I can-
not yield. The time is too short, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gra-
HaM in the chair). The Senator from
North Dakota declines to yield.

The Senator from North Dakota has
the floor, and he may proceed.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, under
our Constitution there stands one man,
the President of the United States, to
protect the people of the United States
against all enemies.

Some of the leaders of other countries
are jealous of our high standard of liv-
ing and of the fact that we in this coun-
try have more telephones per capita than
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does any other nation on the face of the
earth, and that we have more automo-
biles per capita than any other nation
has. They are jealous of our great pros-
perity., Harry Truman is fichting, with
his back to the wall, against all of them.

You would think, Mr. President, would
you not, that the American people would
rally to his support, that they would say,
“Mr. President, right or wrong, we have
chosen you to be our leader, and we are
going to hold up your hands.” That is
Erhatt a good American does, Mr. Presi-

ent.

Mr. EILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one guestion?

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, I decline
to yield for any question. I do not have
time to yield for a question—not even
for one guestion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota declines to yield.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, you
would think, would you not, that every
good American would hold up the good,
right arm of the President of the United
States.

But what do they do? Some of the
newspapers ridicule the President, lie
about him, draw contemptible cartoons
about him. Every time they draw one of
those cartoons, every time they lie about
the President of the United States, every
time they minimize his capacity and his
ability, what are they doing? They are
giving aid and comfort to the enemies of
the United States of America; that is
what they are doing. How the enemies
of the United States must laugh at the
men and women who stoop so low as to
defame the President of the United
States of America.

Mr. President, Mr. Truman is not a
candidate for reelection at the present
time. He may never be. The Democrats
will have their convention in due time,
If Mr. Truman then becomes a candi-
date, all the Dixiecrats and all the Re-
publicans who do not like him will have
lots of time to tell about all his faults
and all his mistakes. They will be de-
lighted to go on the radio and tell the
American people what they think about
him, But until he becomes a candidate
for President, in these dangerous days
American citizens should get down on
their knees and pray to Almighty God
that the President may have divine guid-
ance, that he may have good judgment,
that he may exercise wise leadership for
the benefit of the people of the United
States of America.

I say that the President is entitled to
the united support of Republicans and
Democrats alike, so that he may be en-
abled to give this country the kind of
administration a good American wants it
to have.

How tragic it is to think that some of
the newspapers that are belittling this
man will put into the hands of children
some of the cartoons ridiculing our Pres-
ident—cartoons which fall into the hands
of some young students. What must
they think of the President, the Com-
mander in Chief of the United States?

However, that is not the worst of it,
Mr. President. Those newspapers go to
virtually every land on the earth. I re-
peat that every time such things are
said about the President of the United
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States, that is giving aid and comfort
to the enemy.

There the President stands, alone—a
mighty figure, in my opinion, I believe
that Harry Truman wouid rather cut off
his right arm than harm a single man,
woman, or child in the United States of
America; and I say that after 5 years
of association with him in the Senate, in
the days when he served as a Senator,
What object would he have for saying,
in his veto message—as he does in para-
graph 1, which in my opinion is the
greatest paragraph of all those in the
veto message:

I am taking this action only after the most
serious study and reflection and after con-
sultation with the security and intelligence
agencies of the Government. The Depart-
ment of Justice, the Department of Defense,
the Central Intelligence Agency, and the De-
partment of State have all advised me that
the bill would seriously damage the security
and the intelligence operations for which
they are responsible. They have strongly
expressed the hope that the bill would not
become law.

Mr. President, I repeat that, in view of
the hysteria which is sweeping over the
country, it took a man of great courage
to write that message. It is one of which
I, as an American citizen, am proud. It
is great to be a Member of the Senate of
the United States when we have a Presi-
dent who is a brave, fearless man.

The next paragraph of the President's
message will be in the minds of every
citizen of the United States of America
before we get through with this fight.

Of course, those who favor this meas-
ure may succeed in having it passed.
After all, the alien and sedition laws
were passed—but they were never en-
forced.

So it is that those who favor the en-
actment of this measure may succeed
in having it passed by the Congress; I
suppose they have sufficient votes to do
so. But I thank God that here in the
Senate of the United States a Senator
still has the right to stand up at 2 or 3
o'clock in the morning and protest and
give his side and state his opinion of any
particular measure.

I say that this second paragraph
will be in the minds of all the citizens of
America before we are through with this
fight. The President said:

This is an omnibus bill containing many
different legislative proposals with only one
thing in common: they are all represented
to be anti-Communist. But when the many
complicated pieces of the bill are analyzed
in detail, a startling result appears.

H. R. 9490 would not hurt the Communists.
Instead, it would help them.

A man who says that, and signs his
name to it, in these great days of hyste-
ria, is a great man, and a great President.

Coming back to, “The great mistakes
of the war,” Mr. Baldwin certainly knows
American character. He says:

The major American wartime errors were
all part and parcel of our political immatu-
rity. We fought to win—period. We did not
remember that wars are merely an extension
of politics by other means; that wars with=
out objectives represent particularly sense-
less slaughters; that unless a nation is to
engage in an unlimited holocaust those ob-
Jectives must be attainable by the avallable
strength, limited by the victor's capacity to
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enforce them, and the willingness of the
vanquished state to accept them; and that
the general objective of war is a more stable
peace. We forgot that the "unity of out-
look between allies in war never extends to
the subsequent discussion of peace terms.”

Mr. President, I have read that twice,
because there was that great weakness
of both the Republican and Democratic
leaders in this war. To indicate how
well he knows the human character of
Americans, he said:

Our duties were emotionally clouded by
the perennial American hope for the millen-
nium, the Russian military accomplish-
ments, the warm sense of comradeship with
our allies which the common purpose of
victory induced by the very single-minded-
ness of our military-industrial effort. War-
time propaganda added to illusion; all our
enemies were knaves, all our allies friends
and comrades—military victory our only
purpose.

No thought of how we would win the
peace.

‘We embarked upon total war with all the
zeal and energy and credit for which Ameri-
cans are famous, but we fought to win, in
the broader sense of an objective, we did not
know what we were fighting for.

How well I remember, in World War
I, Mr. President, that our boys were told,
“You are fighting to make the world safe
for democracy.” In World War II they
were told, “You are fighting a war to
end all wars.” Mr. Hanson Baldwin
says, “We did not know what we were
fighting for.”

Think of it, Mr. President. Here were
millions of boys leaving home, some of
them leaving behind them wives and
little children, some of them leaving be-
hind them a college career they would
never be able to finish, thousands of
them going forth to die. Yet the mili-
tary expert, Mr. Hanson Baldwin, says
they did not know what they were fight-
ing for. I have received letters from
Korea, and, according to those letters,
those boys do not know what they are
fighting for.

One of the great columnists of this
century said that one of the most im-
portant things for the United States
Government to do was to make clear to
those who were doing the actual fight-
ing the objectives of the war, This mili-
tary expert continues:

The political mistakes we made, there-
fore, sprang from the receptive soil of this
immaturity; but they were fertilized, too,
by a lack of knowledge or a lack of ade-
quate interpretation of that knowledge.
This was particularly true of our wartime
relationship with Russia.

Mr. President, I hope no Senator will
ever forget the next few words I am go-
ing to read:

This was particularly true of our wartime
relationship with Russla. Our policy was
founded basically on four great—and false—
premises, certainly false in retrospect and
seen by some to be false at the time. These
were: .

1. That the Politburo had abandoned (with
the ostensible end of the Communist Inter-
national) its policy of a world Communist
revolution and was honestly interested in
the maintenance of friendy relations with
capitalistic governments.

2. That "“Joe" Stalin was a “good fellow”,
and that we could “get along with him."
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Mr. President, I remember picking up
Collier's magazine during World War II
and seeing an article by the President of
the United States headed Russia Is a
Gamble. Think of it; the President of
the United States was gambling with
hundreds of thousands of lives—the
lives of American boys wund girls. That
was the gamble. The very man and the
very Government he denounced when
they were fighting with Hitler suddenly
changed from devils to angels overnight.
Mr. Baldwin said:

That "Joe"” Stalin was & “good fellow” and
we could “get along with him.” This was
primarily a personal Rooseveltian policy and
was based in part upon the judgments
formed by Roosevelt as a result of his direct
and indirect contacts with Stalin during the
war.

This belief was shaken in the last
month of Roosevelt’s life, particularly by
the Soviet stand on Poland.

This will show, Senators, how smart
Russia was. We were afraid that she
might make a separate peace with Ger-
meany. She scared American diplomats.

Fear of this dominated the waking
thoughts of our politico-strategists through-
out the early phases of the war, and some
anticipated such an eventuality even after
the landing in Normandy.

Talk about propagandists. They said,
“If you don't treat us right we will make
a separate peace with Germany. Huwry
up, come over here.”

What I say now I say with deepest re-
spect. I would not say one word to hurt
any Senator. We like to boast about our
two party system. Where was the op-
position in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee of the Senate? Has it ever oc-
curred to the press, or has it ever oc-
curred to Senators that there was no op-
position party on the Foreign Relations
Committee? It was one party. There
is not a Senator who can name one time
when a bill was not unanimously re-
ported from the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. It is said that kind of
government is better for the country.
I remember when the nomination of
George Marshall to be Secretary of State
came to the Senate. Whether it was a
good or bad nomination is immaterial.
It came at 12:22 in the afternoon. I
loock:d at the clock. Where did the
Foreign Relations Committee meet? In
the Vice President’s Chamber. Do Sen-
ators know how long they met there?
Twenty minutes. Not a witness was
called to testify whether Mr. Marshall
would make a good or bad Secretary of
State. The committee met for 20
minutes to decide whether George Mar-
shall should be Secretary of State.
Twenty minutes. What a travesty on
government. I went to the then chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee
and I said, “Of course I will vote against
him” And I went over to Wallace
White and I said, “Remember always
that I voted against it.” Mr. President,
it took 20 minutes for the nomination to
come from the committee.

Do Senators know what makes Com-
munists? We have a bill now which
would put Communists in concentration
camps, and which would make Com-
munists register, After all, we are only
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the officers and the representatives of
the American people. Suppose a corpo-
ration like General Motors had a
$35,000,000,000 debt, and in ten short
years it had grown to $260,000,000,000,
would not the stockholders say, “We are
paying you too much in salary.”

Mr. President, year after year every
vote in the Foreign Relations Committee
is unanimous. We boast we have a two-
party system. How careful we are in
picking those who go on the committee,
Some day we might get an isolationist
on it. An isolationist would not know
anything about it. So an isolationist
does not get on the Foreign Relations
Committee. My goodness, it would be a
terrible thing. It would be far worse
than having a Communist. We get a
unanimous report on every bill. That is
the kind of government we operated un-
der all through World War IIL:

I remember UNRRA. I remember we
had an American at the head of it.
However, when a United States Senator
wanted to see the head of UNRRA he
had to go through the office of Sir Arthur
Roberts, of England. What a disgrace
to America.

Mr. EILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I cannot yield. I re-
gret very much that I cannot yield to
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia.

Mr. Hanson Baldwin says:

All of these basic misconceptions except
the second——

That is the one about Joe Stalin being
a good fellow and we could get along with
him-
had one common denominator:

I will show Senafors how smart this
fellow Baldwin is.

Lack of adequate knowledge about Rus-
sian strengths, purposes, and motivations;
and inadequate evaluation and interpreta-
tion of the knowledge we did possess, or
failure to accept and apply it.

Mr. EILGORE. Mr. President——

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Grag:Mm in the chair). The Senator de-
clines to yield.

Mr. EKILGORE. Will the Senator
yield so I may suggest the absence of a
quorum?

Mr. LANGER. I cannot yield, Mr.
President, I read further:

The second mistake could not have been
avoided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator declines to yield.
Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield.

The Presidential office, with its vast powers,
can, under an Executive who is so inclined,
formulate a personal foreign policy.

This is particularly true in wartime,
President Roosevelt liked to transact busi-
ness—even international business—on a
man-for-man basis; e depended heavily on
personal emissaries like Harry Hopkins, and
upor his own judgment, and was confident
that his estl'mnate of the other fellow was
correct.

“I just have a hunch,” Willlam C. Bullitt
guotes Roosevelt as telling him, “that Stalin
does not want anything but security for his
country, and I tiink if I give him everything
I possibly can and ask nothing of him in re-
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turn, noblesse oblige, he won't try to annex
anything and will work witk me for a world
of democracy and prace.”

That is Williamm C. Bullitt quoting
Roosevelt. Bullift had been Ambassador
to Russia. He saiG Roosevelt tolda him:

“I just have a hunch"—

Roosevelt was telling this to Bullitt—

*I think if I give him everything I possibly
can give him and ask nothing from him in
return, noblesse oblige, he won't try to annex
anything and will work with me for a world
of democracy and peace.”

Every Republican should use it in the
next campaign.

Had the President heen akle to lean upon
a younger and more vigorous Secrstary of
State and a stronger State Depariment, he
might have depended less upon intuition and
snap judgment and more upon eareful re-
sezrch and group study. But it was in the
character of the man to administer and to
govern and to bargain on a “first name” ba-
sis; he relied heavily upon his great peérsua-
slve nowers and charm, as well as upon his
political ego.

I am coming to it later, but this is as
good a time as any to show the tvpe of
determinavion Rocsevelt had.

It will be remembered how he yelled
for unconditional susrender. A greatb
Democrat rose in this Chamber, Burton
K. Wheeler, of Montans, certainly one of
the great Democrats of all time in the
great Northwest, honorable, efficient, un-
usually careful in his judgment, fore-
sighted and farseeing. He stood upon
this floor and pleaded for one whole day
against what he called that terrible slo-
gan of unconditional surrender, how
that term would prolong the war for
months and would cost thousands upon
thousands of Americar boys’ lives.

Burton K. Wheeler knew, but the
American Senate would not listen to him,
Why? Because he was an isolationist.
He may have been a Democrat, but un-
less one was the right kind of a Demo-
crat, he did not count.

What about the unconditional sur-
render that Mr. Wheeler pleaded with us
to abandon, to pass resolutions to get
rid of?

What does Winston Churchill say?
Winston Churchill now repudiates
Roosevelt’s action and says it was Roose-
velt’s, and Roosevelt's alone. I will give
the vindication in this book.

It is not merely the judgment of one
man. Some of the Senators who are
going to vote for this bill are going to
put their own judgment against that of
the Department of Justice, the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, and the Department of
State. Mind you, some of these thou-
sands of employees have been all over
the world. There is not the least doubt
in my mind that some of them are in
Russia tonight advising the President of
the United States. And the President
says:

I am taking this action of veto after only
the most serious study and reflection and
after consultation with the security and in-
tellignce agency of the Government.

Is there a Senator on this floor who
will seriously contend that he knows
what the Central Intelligence Agency has
reported to the President? Oh, some of
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those who favor the passage of the bill
know all about it; they know more than
Omar Bradley, more than the Depart-
ment of Justice, more than the Central
Intelligence Agency, and the Depariment
of Defense,

Leaving out the Department of State
entirely, which some may not like, here
is the President of the United States
getting all this confidential information.
He says to some of the Senators who
only a few months ago were begging him
to come into their States and help elect
them that he has given this serious
thought. Harry Truman went out and
helped elect them. If it had not been for
the two men at the head of the Demo-
cratic Party campaigning, the Republi-
cans would have won many more vic-
tories.

Go to Idaho and talk to some of the
farmers there. Harry Truman spoke at
a whistle stop, and 2,000 inhabitants,
farmers, in a little town, came to hear
him. The train stopped only 10 min-
utes. What did he tell them? He said,
“Oh, I see we are right in the middle of a
dust bowl where all you fellows around
here went broke.” He leaned forward
confidentally and said, “You know, I
went broke with you. I had a little
haberdashery store in Kansas City, and
I went broke with you, and we are all
in the same mess.”

Do not think those fellows did not go
out and shout for him. If you do not
think so, talk to some of the members of
the press who were there.

He was humble, nice, candid. He was
not talking over the heads of the people.
They came out to greet him and to wel-
come him.

The men for whom we are spending
these hundreds of millions of dollars,
men who are perhaps in Russia tonight,
or they may be in Korea tonight—
they are all over Asia and all over Eu-
rope—the generals and the admirals, all
those who know, have advised the Presi-
dent, while Senators are guessing.

The Central Intelligence Agency,
whose job it is to keep the President
informed, advised him. The President
said:

I am taking this action only after the most
serious study and reflection and after con-
sultation with the security and intelligence
agencies of the Government. The Depart-
ment of Justice, the Department of Defense,
the Central Intelligence Agency, and the De-
partment of State have all advised me that
the bill would seriously damage the security
and the intelligence operations for which
they are responsible. They have strongly ex-
presged the hope that the bill would not be=
come law.

As I have said, Mr. Hanson Baldwin
talks about the great mistakes of the
war, My judgment and idea is that pass-
ing this bill, by ignoring the advice of
the President of the United States, will
result in another great mistake.

It does not worry me at all to be talk-
ing at this hour of the night, because as
I look at the newspaper in the hands of
the distiguished senior Senator from Ne-
vada, I see the headline, and it means
that in Korea thousands upon thousands
of American boys are fighting tonight.
They do not quit for supper at 6 o’clock—
“dinner,” as some of the folks here in
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the East call it. They do not quit at 8
or 9 o'clock. They do not quit at 12
o'clock or at 2 o'clock in the morning or
at 3 o’clock in the morning. Those boys
there are fighting all the time, as is
shown by the headlines in the newspaper
in tne hands of the distinguished senior
Senator from Nevada. They are there
battling.

Tonight may be the last night on earth
for some of those boys. W= are here in
the Senate representing them., We are
saying tonight to the Commander in
Chief, “You don't know what you are
talking about when you tell us to sus-
tain your veto, when you tell us that this
bill is no good, when you tell us that this
bill, if passed, will do more harm than
gnod.”

In my opinion, the boys who are fight-
ing in Korea tonight are over there be-
cause of some mistakes made by the lead-
ers of our Government. But when the
President of the United States, when
Omar Bradley, when all the great lead-
ers who compose the Department of De-
fense, and when the Central Intelligence
Agency, all tell me that this is a bad
bill, until someone upon the floor proves
they are wrong, I shall accept their
judgment. The American people are go-
ing to accept their judement too.

Oh, how often I have heard J. Edgar
Hoover praised upon this floor. I have
heard some of the great Republican
leaders, so-called, leaders on the Repub-
lican side, say, “If Edgar Hoover says
a thing is so, it must be true.” J. Edgar
Hoover has made a remarkable record.
One cannot read the veto message with-
out realizing that the President has had
the advice not only of the Central In-
telligence Agency but the advice of J.
Edgar Hoover, Yet only 3 days ago we
heard an argument as to whether J. Ed-
gar Hoover had written a letter or had
not, and it was conceded that whatever
J. Edgar Hoover had to say on a certain
point was undoubtedly correct.

Mr. President, T am a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary. When the
Mundt-Nixon bill came before the com-
mittee, something happened that I do
not believe ever happened before in the
annals of the Senate. We voted on the
bill on a Friday. That night one of the
Senators who had voted against it, an-
nounced in the press that he had
changed his mind; that he was for it.
The next day the great and distinguished
junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEerauverR] announced he was opposed to
the bill. Then the senior Senator from
Washington [Mr. MacNUsoN] an-
nounced that he was against section 4
of the bill. Later the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. KILGoRE]
announced he had changed his mind.
I believe all Members were present when
a motion was made to recommit, and
the vote was either 6 to 5 or 7 to 6. The
Recorp will show what the vote was.
That is how close the vote was on the
Mundt-Nixon bill in the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. President, I submitted minority
views. In them I stated that—

The bill, if enacted, would constitute the

greatest threat to American ecivil liberty
since the alien and sedition laws of 1798.
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That was written in March of this
yvear. Ihave notchanged my mind about
that. I said at that time about the bill:

It is the product of hysteria and frantie,
unthinking fear,

And that is what it is.
and I repeat now:

Like that bill, it would strike at the very
foundations of our democratic institutions—
the right of the people to speak their minds,
to hear every viewpoint on public questions,
and to assoclate together freely to advance
their common views. Like that bill, it merits

I said then,

‘the opposition of all who cherish liberty.

Under the guise of protecting our demo-
cratic institutions against an alleged threat
of subversion from foreign agents who seek
to overthrow our Government by coercive
means, it is proposed to regiment the think-

- ing of the American people and to impair

or prevent the free exercise of constitution-
ally guaranteed freedom of speech and asso-
ciation.

It 1s proposed to confer on a politically
appointed Board vague and, therefore, un-
restricted power to outlaw associations of
citizens whose views and policies are con-
sidered by it to be dangerous.

Mr. President, I said the other day up-
on :ae floor that I had had personal ex-
perience with such matters. During
World War I the Governor of Minne-
sota was J. A. A. Burnquist. 2 law was
passed in Minnesota creating a council
of defense. That council had the right
to stop anyone from speaking if it wanted
to do so. It had a right to prohibit pub-
lic meetings being held. It had the right,
and it certainly exercised the right, of
keeping persons from writing and pub-
lishing what they wanted to. If some-
one did what they did not like him to do,
they painted his house yellow at night.
The board, which was appointed by Gov-
ernor Burnquist, was headed by C. H.
March, I believe, of Litchfield. I told
the Senate 2 dgys ago that Magnus John-
son, a great, respected citizen of Minne-
sota, who later was elected by the people
to come to the Senate of the United
States, and I went out in a truck to talk
to the people of Minnesota. We had to
be careful, however, to touch on the right
spot. Magnus Johnson would start to
make a potriotic speech and the sheriff
of the county would say, “You cannot
talk in this county, Magnus Johnson.”
Then we moved the truck to another
town, put up the American flag, and
Magnus Johnson would start to talk.
This political board, appointed by the
Governor of Minnesota, said, “No, you
cannot talk in this county, Magnus
Johnson.” The only difference between
that and what is proposed in the bill we
are discussing is that under the bill a
Communist would be put in a concen-
tration camp. The Communists are go-
ing to be locked up good and tight. So
Magnus Johnson had to go into a third
county where there was a friendly
sheriff, and speak. The people of Min-
nesota resented that.

Well, the term of Governor Burnquist
expired, and Jake Preus was elected
Governor and assumed office. He re-
tained the same board, and then an elec-
tion came on. What do Senators sup-
pose happened? I will say what hap-
pened. Magnus Johnson beat the Gov-
ernor, and put him out of political life
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in Minnesota. And Jake Preus has never
held an office in the State of Minnesota
since. As a matter of fact he left the
State and moved to Illinois, did this ex-
governor who did what is proposed to be
done here tonight. That is what the
people of Minnesota thought about it.

Oh, the bill may be popular for a few
months. The distinguished governor of
a great State the other day announced,
in a speech to veterans “I am in favor
of hanging every Communist.” The
audience cheered. How good it sounded.
But when a Member rises on the Senate
floor and says that 37,000 farmers in
one State are Communists, and when
we hear of a governor who says he is
in favor of hanging them all, one won-
ders whether we are in the United States
or in Russia. A man who has been a
Member of the Senate for years and
years rose in the Senate and made those
charges against the farmers of one
State. The charge was so false that the
junior Senator from South Dakota, one
of the authors of the bill, got up in the
United States Senate and repudiated the
charge that the heads of the Farmers
Union or any of its members were Com-
munists. He said, “Even though a
Democrat who is the head of the Farm-
ers’ Union is running against me, I
want all of you to know that he is a
good, loyal American citizen.” Those
were the words of the junior Senator
from South Dakota.

Suppose we had a President of the
character of the man I mentioned, who
at that time was Governor of Minne-
sota? Suppose a President of that sort
named a board of five persons, and sup-
pose that President did not happen to
like the Farmers Union. I do not have
the least doubt that in an organization
of 37,000 heads of families, there might
be two or three Reds. Under a board
appointed by a future President, could
it not be said, “We have ferreted them
out, and we will put all of them in a
tent. We are going to teach these
farmers not to join this union. We have
been making the profits all these years,
and we are not going to let any of the
profits go to any cooperatives. We are
going to put the fear of God info them.”

Mr. President, do you think that could
not happen? If you do, you simply have
not been through the experience I have
been through in North Dakota with the
Nonpartisan League.

A certain Member of Congress was
invited to Minnesota to give a speech.
Before he could even begin to speak, he
was driven off the platform; rotten eggs
were thrown at him, and he was driven
out of the State. That is the kind of
thing which develops when there is a
political board, appointed by a Governor.
The sifuation would be no better if the
board were appointed by a President.

I have forgotten the name of the man
who, while still a young fellow, invented
the new kind of dynamite which was
used in World War I. Our Government
bought it from him for $2800,000. Some
of the Members of the Senate very likely
remember his name. That man helped
win that war. Mr. President, do you
know what happened to him in North
Dakota, before Senator Frazier was
elected Governnor? They rode that
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young man out of town on a rail, and
poured tar and feathers on him. The
Governor at that time was a cousin of
Mark Hanna, of Ohio. That inventor,
who had developed that great explosive,
which our Government was so happy to
buy, was ridden out of town.on a rail,
and was tarred and feathered.

I wish to ask those who have been ad-
vocating the enactment of this measure
to imagine what would happen if a Com-
munist were President of the United
States. If he named the board to be ap-
pointed under this measure, how long
do you think Senators would be at lib-
erty? Senators should consider that
when they are preparing to pass a law
which will be permanent.

I remember when the Ku Klux Klan
marched up Pennsylvania Avenue. That
was not so very long ago, either. Do
Senators say it could not happen today?
Oh, how the Eu Klux Klan were cheered
here in Washington. Senators would not
think it possible; yet all of us know it
did happen.

Mr. President, in the minority views
I went into great detail. I wish to read
from the closing passages of my minor-
ity views:

It is proposed to confer on a politically
appointed board vague and, therefore, unre-
stricted power to outlaw assoclations of citi-
zens whose views and policies are consid=
ered by the Government dangerous. Under
these powers, trade unions and other organ-
izations which seek to alter the status quo
or to oppose this or that governmental policy
by lawful means, with no evil intent, could
be branded as traitorous agents of foreign
governments or movements. Thelr mems=-
bers could be relegated to the position of
second-class citizens, and made subject to
economic and social outlawing.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I cannot yield now;
I am sorry that I cannot yield.

Mr. President, only yesterday we heard
of a case in Germany in which a son
testified about his sister or his father or
his mother or his brother. Just think of
that, Mr. President—that one member
of a family would spy on other members
of his family.

In the minority views I said that it is
proposed to punish as a crime mere mem-
bership in an organization which has
failed to identify itself by registering
when ordered to do 50, and to make erim-
inal an agreement to do any act, how=
ever innocent and lawful, which a court
might find would substantially contrib-
ute to the establishment in the United
States of a totalitarian dictatorship.

The other day the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KeFAuveR] hit
the nail on the head when he said, “Why
does not the Congress pass a law requir-
ing all burglars to register?” He said,
“How many burglars do Senators think
would register? Of course, they would
violate the law if they did not register,
but how much would any burglar care
about that?”

Mr. President, the President of the
United States might as well ask the Con-
gress to require all thieves and burglars
to register. If we are going to pass a
bill requiring all members of a political
party to register, why not make the situ-
ation easier and more simplified by re-
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quiring all those who are thieves and
burglars to register, too?

One of the first battles I had when I
came to Washington involved an anti-
Communist measure. I had been about
a year on the committee, when Francis
Biddle, who had been Aftorney General,
came before the committee and advo-
cated the passage of a measure which
provided that all Communists be barred
from running for public office. At that
time there were 19 members of the com-
mittee, as I recall. One of the members
was a very clear-headed man by the
name of JoE O’'MaHoNEY, of Wyoming,
I said to the Senator from Wyoming,
“You know, I could not support this kind
of legislation, because in North Dakota
we had, away back in 1932, the same
problem of Communists.”

At that hearing I said to Attorney Gen-
eral Biddle, “You cannot stop the Com-
munists by keeping their names off the
ballot and by passing a foolish measure
of that kind.”

Mr. President, the first time I ran for
Governor in North Dakota I was sick,
and was lying in a hospital bed. I was
sworn in as Governor while I was lying
in that hospital bed.

While I was lying in the hospital, in
1933, a thousand men marched upon the
capitol of North Dakota at Bismarck, in
what they called a hunger strike, led by
a man known as Red Flag Taylor, of
Sheridan County, N. Dak, I got in touch
with three very prominent men, with
whom I thought I could talk. I said,
‘“When those people get to Stanley, bring
them into the courthouse.” I picked
the former Governor of the State, Walter
Madden, a man by the name of “Dad”
Walker, members of the legislature, and
a man, Roy Frazier, who had been in the
legislature. They went there and tried
to talk to the marching group, but could
do nothing with them. They continued
marching on the capital of North Da-
kota. When they got to the town of
Wilton, 26 miles from Bismarck, I had
them met by the Adjutant General of
North Dakota. He bowed to “Red Flag”
Taylor, gave him our compliments, and
said, “We are going to take care of you.
The Governor has provided free lodging
for you, he has provided free eats, he
has called a joint meeting of the legisla-
ture, so that you may speak to your
representatives and senators as long as
you care to, because you are citizens of
the State of North Dakota.” Surpris-
ingly, within 36 hours they were all
talked out. They had two legitimate
complaints; one, the matter of foreclo-
sures, the other was that a labor family
had been evicted in the city of Fargo;
a family with five little children were
evicted in the month of December, and
the little girl had died as a result of
exposure to the cold weather and snow.
They were simply thrown out. The
Legislature of North Dakota and myself,
by executive decree, took care of those
things, and the marcher:z went back
home.

Mr. President, do you know what they
did before they went home? They
adopted a resolution thanking the legis-
lature and the Governor of North Da-
kota for the reception given them. Mr.
President, do you know how many votes
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they got the next time they put up a
ticket? They got 1,100. The next time,
2 years later, when I ran against Sam
Patterson, the same man who ran
against me before, they got 433 votes,
because we had taken care of all the
conditions mentioned by the junior Sen-
ator from Minnesota. We provided for
a moratorium, so that people could not
be evicted, and their farm machinery
could not be taken from them.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt had also de-
clared a moratorium. When they only
got 433 votes, they lost their place on
the ballot, because under the laws of
North Dakota they had to have 500 votes
in order to remain on the ballot, and
they did not get that many.

J. Edgar Hoover says there are only
70 Communists who live in North Da-
kota, so, if counting 4 to a family, that
means there are less than 20 Communist
families in the State. That is because
we passed legislation of the right kind,
legislation which took care of the poor
people. We were the first State in the
Union to have an old-age pension act.
That was 2 years before we ever heard
of the Townsend plan. We were the
first State in the Union to pass a law to
take care of the widows and orphans.
Before that, children used to be scat-
tered all over the State. We said no
one could take better care of those chil-
dren than the mother could. So we gave
the mother so much a month, and for
each child she was given so much ad-
ditional. Those are one or two of the
things we did.

They used to take little 14- or 15-year-
old girls and work them in department
storts, drug stores, and in the movie
theaters, which ran 7 days a week, many
of them until late at night. In a de-
partment store at Grand For'ss, N. Dak.,
1, as attorney general, found a little girl
working for $2 a week and paying for her
own board and room, Girls could work
in drug stores without a medical exami-
nation being required of those for whom
they worked, A little farm girl might
work from early in the morning until
late at night beside a syphilitic, and be
waiting upon people who were buying
and eating food. We passed a law pro-
viding for medical inspection, and pro-
viding that girls could not work for more
than 8 hours a day nor more than 6 days
a week. Later we made it 5—and the
Communists only got 333 votes. But to-

. day, J. Edgar Hoover says there are but
70 Communists in the State, or about
20 families,

Mr. President, legislation is proposed
now to make the Communists register.
The President of the United States cer-
tainly: characterized it properly. At
times I think the President of the United
States has a great sense of humor. I
was given to understand tonight—I do
not know how true it is, and I am not in
his confidence—that he personally dic-
tated most of this veto message. If he
did, I can imagine his smiling at two or
three of the paragraphs he wrote into
it, particularly when he said, for ex-
ample, that it was just as sensible to re=
quire thieves to register as to call upon
the Communists to register. Those who
are proposing this bill know that the
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Communists will never register, because
they have already announced, at New
York and some other places, that they do
not intend to register. The President is
dead right when he said they will simply
change the names of their organizations.

Let me go back again to the paragraph
which I consider one of the greatest
paragraphs ever written by any Presi-
dent in any veto message. He says:

I am taking this action—

That is, in vetoing this bill—
only after the most serious study and re-
flection and after consultation with the se-
curity and intelligence agencies of the Gov=
ernment. The Department of Justice, the
Department of Defense, the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, and the Department of State
have all advised me that the bill would seri-
ously damage the security and the intelli-
gence operations for which they are respon-
sible and they have strongly expressed hope
that the bill would not become law.

So I come right back again to the
question I asked a while ago: Who knows
more about this bill—96 Senators, some
of whom have never studied it, a few
more of whom have studied it only super-
ficially, and none of whom, by any stretch
of the imagination, could possibly know
the facts as the Central Intelligence
Agency knows them, through having men
in Russia and in the satellite countries,
all over Europe and all over Asia?

They say this bill is no good, and the

Department of Defense, General Brad-
ley and others, say the bill is no good.
Then we have the Senate Judiciary
Committee, which by a vote of 6 to 5,
or 7 to 6, whichever it was, reported the
bill.

Mr. President, whose judgment would
you take? If it were a mater involving
a large amount of money for yourself,
if this were a matter involving the life
of one of your children, whose judgment
would you take? In a case involving
infantile paralysis, if the American
Medical Association said to you, “We
have studied this question for many
years and we know something about
infantile paralysis,” and if your little
girl was suffering from it, and a couple
of quack doctors came along and said,
“You can cure it by putting on a hot
cloth,” whose advice would you take?
Would you take the advice of men with
no experience? After all, if we appro-
priate millions and millions of dollars
for the Central Intelligence Agency,
then most certainly we ought to follow
their advice.

Mr. President, there was some discus-
sion today about letters written by John
W. Davis and some other authorities I
desire to refer-again to my minority
views, written in March 1950. I said:

In the atmosphere created by this bill the
American tradition of freedom could only
stifle and die. That is why the trade union
movement, represented by the A. F. of L,
and CIO and Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
men, have expressed their vigorous opposi-
tion to this bill,

We have the A. F. of L. opposed to it.
We have the CIO opposed to it. We
have the Railroad Brotherhoods opposed
to it. Mr. President, they are the men
who work, Take a group like the
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Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen. Are
Senators acquainted with the patriotic
record of this group during World War
II. These men are against the hill. I
will tell Senators what their record was
during World War II. Are they Com-
munists? In World War II 21 percent
of the employees, engineers, firemen, and
brakemen who belonged to the railroad
unions and their auxiliaries went to war.
With equipment and machinery running
down, do Senators know what they did?
They hauled twice as much freight as
they had hauled before the war. They
broke all records. With 21 percent less
help, they hauled twice as much freight.
I submit it it is a remarkable record.
They are against the bill, Likewise the
National Farmers Union is opposed to
the principles of this bill.

I have already said all it is neces-
sary for me to say about the National
Farmers Union. I again call the atten-
tion of the Senate to the article which
was written by James E. Patton and
which took the anti-Communist view on
the Korean War. The National Farmers
Union which has done so much to or-
ganize the farmers and to get for them
fair prices for their products, is opposed
to the bill. That is the Farmers Union
that consulted with Franklin Roosevelt
day after day. Bill Thatcher, of Minne-
apolis, St. Paul, the head of the dairy
cooperatives, is against the bill. The
dairy cooperatives are against the bill.

In the atmosphere created by this bill the
American tradition would only stifle and
die,

That is why the Association for the
Advancement of Colored People is op-
posed to the bill. They filed their ob-
jection in the committee. The American .
Jewish Congress expressed its opposi-
tion to such a bill. That is why the
American Civil Liberties Union is
against the bill. That is why the Na-
tional Lawyers Guild is opposed to the
bill.

Mr. President, I am in good company.
It is a good company, and I am proud
of the company. I am always proud to
be associated with the National Farm-
ers Union, because I have seen the brave
fight they have made for the common
people. I have secn them resist fore-
closures and mortgages. I have seen
them, when their neighbors were hurt
or sick in bed, going out and doing all
the farm work for them. Let me tell
Senators that fundamentally the hearts
of the members of the Farmers Union
are sound and just as patriotic right
straight through as are the hearts of
the Members of the United States Sen-
ate. I do not have to apologize for the
membership of the Farmers Union, be-
cause they have made a record so fine
they do not need any defense from the
senior Senator from North Dakota.
They said they are against this bill.

The other day, while the American
Bar Association was meeting in Wash-
ington, the newspapers carried the story
that the Committee on Un-American
Activities of the House was going fo
bar the National Lawyers Guild as red.
Then we find that out of a membership
of 3,800 only 4—none of whom were
officers—were named by that committee.
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I ask again the question to which I
never received a satisfactory answer:

What emergency can be pointed to as a
possible justification for this departure
from our constitutional principles which
have .served us so well for more than 150
years and through two world wars?

Mr. President, we had a concentration
camp in World War II at Fort Lincoln in
North Dakota. To it were brought Jap-
anese-American citizens. They were
taken from California and placed be-
hind barbed wire in North Dakota.
Many Germans—about 250 of them—
were brought there, too. They were put
behind barbed wire. Some of them were
there for nearly 3 years. I saw this
thing in action. It is not anything new
to me., I investigated it. I found out
things about it.

In Costa Rica the Communists got
conirol of the government. When the
Communists in Costa Rica obtained con-
trol of the government, do Senators know
what they did? They selected the 50
richest men of German extraction, and,
with the help of Americans, either the
FBI or the Central Intelligence
Agency—I do not know which—picked
them up, and without ever giving them
a chance to say good-by to their wives
and children, loaded them into a plane,
and brought them to Bismarck, N. Dak.,
and put them behind barbed wire. I
talked to these men at the request of
Bishop Ryan of the Catholic Church.
He asked me to go out and see them.

What do Senators think of stories
like these? One of them had told me
he left Germany when he was 215 years
old. He married a girl in Costa Rica.
He built a brewery. He decided he could

- make more money if he also sold per-
fume. So he organized a perfume fac-
tory. Of course he had to sell the per-
fume. So he took trips all over the
world. He went to Scotland, England,
Ireland, and also to Germany. He did
not stay in Germany any longer than
he stayed anywhere else. One day one
of the agents came in. This man was
worth three or four million dollars, a
man whom the Communists hated, a
man whose property they wanted be-
‘cause they were envious. They said to
him, “Is it not true you had been in
Germany?” He said, “Yes.” He was
there for 3 years. They said, “You were
there 2 years ago, 3 years ago?” He
answered, “Yes.” “You were there sell-
ing perfume.”

Mind you, that is all he himself knew
about. He was not confronted with any
witnesses. At 5 o'clock that day the
FEI or the Central Intellizence Agency
picked him up and took him over to Fort
Lineoln, N. Dak., put him behind barbed
wire, and he stayed there 25 years be-
fore anyone was able to do anything for
him

Talk about the writ of habeas corpus,
which has been mentioned. Let me give
a little testimony about the writ of
habeas corpus. In North Dakota be-
hind the barbed wire was a man named
Bishop. An attorney by the name of
‘Murray, of Bismarck, N. Dak., was hired
to defend him. But the lawyer could
not communicate with his client except
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in the presence of the commander of
the fort.

The lawyer got out a writ of habeas
corpus. The commander knew that the
writ of habeas corpus was coming up on
a certain day. Murray testified before
the Senator from Nevada [Mr, McCar-
RraN] himself and another Senator, I be-
lieve the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EastLaND], in my presence. The United
States Department of Justice picked
this man up and took him to Crystal
City, Tex. They paid no attention
whatsoever to the writ of habeas corpus,
the order which had been signed by a
Federal judge, directing the commander
of the fort to bring the man before the
court under the writ of habeas corpus.

When people are in power, Mr. Presi-
dent, there are many things they can
do. So now it is proposed to have con-
cenfration camps, and we can be ab-
solutely certain that the concentration
camps are for only one purpose, namely,
to put in them the kind of people those
in authority do not like. If the Commu-
nists were in authority, they would put
their enemies in the camps, and if the
others were in power, the Communists
would be put in them. In the meantime,
many innocent people would be caught
in the toils.

The more often I read this veto mes-
sage, the prouder I am of the President
of the United States. , They could not
bluff Mr. Truman, They did not scare
him. Mr. Truman knows that the
American people at heart are absolutely
sound. All the American people want to
know is the true facts, and we can ab-
solutely trust that the decision of the
people will be sound.

Let me tell the Senate something
more. There are the votes to pass this
bill all right, but the American people
are going to have the last say, as they
had it in Minnesota. Those in power
said to Magnus Johnson, “You cannot
talk here.” He talked there all right 2
years later as a United States Senator,
He had the pleasure of beating the Gov-
ernor who appointed the counsel who
said he could not talk.

Mr. Truman does not have fo worry,
because the people are going to know
just what is in this veto message, the
newspapers of America are going to tell
them. ’

Some of the old timers in politics have
forgotten all about the radio. They still
think we are where we were 50 or 60
and 70 years ago. They think they can
pass a bill and nobody will know what is
in it. I say that people will find out.

Those to whom I sent my minority re-
port overwhelmed me, writing me that
they were in favor of what I said in the
report, and opposed to the Mundt-Nixon
bill. Some of them did not know how
dangerous the bill was.

The President said a very wise thing in
his veto message:

H.R. 9490 would not hurt the Commu=
nists. Instead, it would help them.

It has been clalmed over and over again
that this is an “anti-Communist” bill—a
“Communist control” bill., But in actual

operation the bill would have results exactly
the opposite of those intended.
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Mr. President, that is the President of

the United States speaking; it is the De-
partment of Justiee talking; it is the De-
partment of Defense speaking; it is Omar
Bradley talking. All of them put to-
gether, including the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, with its hundreds and
hundreds of employees, working in every
country under the globe, some of them
in Russia tonight, all of them together
talking to the United States Senate
through the voice of Harry Truman, and
unitedly, they say “We don’t want this
bill passed.” Those working in the Cen-
tral Intelligence Ageney, who are risking
their lives every minute, say, “We don’t
want this bill passed. It is going to hurt
us."
Winston Churchill was invited to speak
here, the same Winston Churchill who
said over the radio, “We don’t want your
boys. Just give us tools and guns.”

I call the attention of the Senate to the
fact that among the mistakes made was
when Stalin took possession of Berlin,
and our people were so dumb that they
did not even have the right to go into
Berlin by land, but had to organize an
airlift, with its cost of millions of dollars
to our taxpayers.

I wish to go back to the article by Mr.
Baldwin, the military expert for the New
York Times, because he analyzes so thor-
oughly what took place during World
War II.

He says on page 6:

Had the President been able to lean upon
his younger and more vigorous Secretary of

State, and on a stronger State Depart-
ment—

Mr. President, the State Department,
it seems, always has been weak. ere
has been something wrong with the
State Department ever since I have been
in Washington.

I hate to criticize any department.
This writer, who won a Pulitzer Prize
s5ays:

Had the President been able to lean upon
a younger and more vigorous Secretary of
State and stronger State Department he
might have depended less upon intuition
and snap judgment and more upon careful
research and group study. But it was in
the character of the man to administer and
to govern and to bargain on a first-name -
basis; he relied heavily upon his great per-
suasive powers and charm, as well as upon
his political ego.

And this man who was at Tehran, and
at Yalta, says:

A graphic instance of this tendency to-
ward snap decisions and casual dependence
upon Stalin’s good intentions was provided
at Tehran. At that conference, in late 1943,
Roosevelt, In one of his téte-a-téte's with
Stalin and Churchill, casually agreed, un-
known to virtually all of his advisers, that
the Russians ought to have one-third of the
surrendered Italian fleet. This agreement
‘was put in the form of an oral promise, and
Stalin was not cne to forget promises,

The promise was for one-third of the
Italian fleet, My. President.

Our Navy and the British Navy, who were
then trying to utilize the surrendered Italian
ships—manned by their own crews—to best
advantage in the Mediterranean convoy and
antisubmarine work, knew nothing of this
agreement until Russian representatives in
Washington asked early in 1944 when they
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could expect
fleet.”

Navy, State Department, and Joint Chiefs
of Staff were dumfounded; all our efforts
had been directed toward enlisting Italian
support in the war against Germany; assign-
ment of one-third of the Italian fleet to the
Russlans as spoils of war would have been a
political bombshell which would have handi-
capped the war effort in the Mediterranean,
Accordingly, and to repair the damages of a
casual promise made cavallerly without bene-
fit of advice, the Russians were persuaded to
accept, in lieu of the Italian vessels, some
American and British men of wdr.

The American vessels being at the ex-
pense of the American taxpayers, of
course,

This is but one example of Roosevelt's
personalized foreign policy—a foreign policy
marked more, perhaps, by idealism and al-
truism than by realism. This Rooseveltian
tendency toward international altruism, too
often unmoderated by practical politics,
seems a strange manifestation in one who
domestically was a pragmatic and consum-
mate politician., But it must be remembered
that the vision of a “brave new world” was
strong in Roosevelt's mind, and his optimis-
tic nature and the great inner wellspring of
his faith in man sometimes affected his judg-
ment.

As Wirniam L. LaNGER notes, Roosevell re-
garded Russia as the lesser of two evils, and
he shared an idea common at time that
the cult of world revolution was already re-
ceding in the minds of the Soviet leaders,
and they were becoming more and more en=
grossed in purely national problems.

As a result he turned away from the only
practical policy that should have governed
our actions—opposition to all dictatorships
and reliance upon the time-tested balance-
of-power to the chimera of so many Ameri-
cans—a brave new world.

The Presidential ego unavoidably became
stronger in Roosevelt's closing years. His
great wartime power, the record of victory,
the high esteem in which he was held by the
world, and the weakness of the State Depart-
ment all combined to reinforce the Presi-
dent's tendency to depend upon himself.
Had the Nation then had a National Security
Council, or organization for reconciling and
presenting military-political views, had it
had a strong, well-integrated State Depart-
ment—

Is it not funny they always com: back
to the State Department and say, that it
is no good?
this personalized foreign policy might have
been tempered by riper judgments and more
carefully thought-out decisions.

One of our greatest weaknesses in the pol-
icy field through the war was the failure to
equate, evaluate, and integrate military and
political policy; there was then no adequate
government mechanism, save in the person
of the President himself, for such integration.

Former Secretary of War Stimson points
out in his book that the formal organization
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff had “a most sal-
utary effect (in the military field) on the
President’s weakness for snap declsions; it
thus ofis>t a characteristic that might other-
wise have been a serious handicap to his
basically sound strategic instinets.” But
there was no political counterpart of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff; and even if there had
been, it is difficult to conceive that such an
organization could have tempered materially
the personal views which Roosevelt formed
about Stalin and Russia.

Mr. Roosevelt had his own ideas about
them, and he would not take advice from

anybody. The Department of State was un-
able to give him any, and so he had to go
his own way and do the best he could.

“their share of the Italian
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The other fallacious premises upon which
our wartime Russian policy was based,
however, could have been avoided.

That is why this bill is so important,
Mr, President; the matter of the Russian
policy described in this book.

We became victims of our own noble prop-
aganda: Russian alms were good and noble,
communism had changed its stripes. A
study of Marxian literature and of the
speeches and writings of its high apostles,
Lenin and Stalin, coupled with the expert
knowledge of numerous American special-
ists, should have convinced an unbiased
mind that international communism had
not altered its ultimate aim; the wolf had
merely donned a sheep’s skin.

Had we recognized this—and all past ex-
perience indicates we should have recognized
it—our wartime alliance with Russia would
have been understood for what it clearly
was: a temporary marriage of expediency.
In the same manner, a careful study of
strategical facts and avallable military in-
formation should have indicated clearly the
impossibility, from the Russian polnt of view,
of a separate peace with Germany.

A separate peace? Had we had a sep-
arate peace we never would have had the
Communist problem to deal with and we
would not be considering this bill to-
night. Mr. Roosevelt thought the Rus-
sian aims were good and noble. We find
out now how good and noble they were.

Such a peace could only have been bought
in the opening years of the war by major
territorial concessions on Russia’s part, con-
cessions which might well have imperiled the
Stalin regime, and which, in any ecase, would
have left the Russo-German conflict in the
category of unfinished business. In the
closing years of the war, when Russia had
everything to gain and nothing to lose by
continuing the struggle to complete victory,
a separate peace would have been politically
ludicrpus.

There is no doubt whatsoever that it would
have been to the interest of Britain, the
United States, and the world to have al-
lowed—and indeed to have encouraged—the
world’s two greatest dictatorships to fight
each other to a frazzle. Such a struggle, with
its resultant weakening of both communism
and nazism, could not but have aided in the
establishment of a more stable peace; 1t
would have placed the democracies in
supreme power in the world, instead of ele-
vating one totalitarianism at the expense of
another and of the democracies.

Mr. President, just think of the hor-
rible situation. Here we have a United
States Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. What is its purpose? Where
were they while all the things I have
mentioned here were going on? When
all the land around Berlin was given to
Russia, not even a highway being left as
a port of entry as a way to get into the
American zone in Berlin, where were the
members of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee? Just think of it, Mr. President.
Would the average farmer buy 40 acres in
the middle of a section of land and not
be smart enough to provide for a road by
which he could get into the 40 acres?
There were the great statesmen, and
there was the great Committee on For-
eign Relations. Russia took over Berlin,
and the United States signed the agree~
ment, but did not even reserve the right
to have a road by which to get into the
American zone in Berlin. Later on John
Winant was blamed for that error, and
he committed suicide.
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We have the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations. I wish to state its
duties. In some of the books which set
forth the duties of the House commit-
tees and the Senate committees, the du-
ties of the House committees are listed
first, and those of the Senate commit-
tees are listed last. I seem to have in my
hand at this time one of those books, for
in it I find listed first the House Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs. I shall read from
page 16, at which appears a statement
of the duties of that committee. Accord-
ing to this booklet, the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs is supposed to be con-
sidering and taking care of—

1. Relations of the United States with for-
eign nations generally.

2, Establishment of boundary lines be-
tween the United States and foreign nations.

Mr. President, they did not even re-
serve a road to permit Americans to get
into the American zone in Berlin, after
the Americans took over Berlin. The
men in charge of that particular project
did not know enough even to reserve the
right to have a road which would permit
the American authorities and forces to
get into Berlin.

I read further from the list of duties,
responsibilities, and obligations of the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs:

3. Protection of American citizens abroad
and expatriation,
4. Neutrality.

5. International
gresses.

6. The American National Red Cross.

7. Intervention abroad and declarations of
war.

8. Measures relating to the diplomatic
service.

9. Acquisition of land and buildings for
embassies and legations in foreign countries.

10. Measures to foster commercial inter-
course with foreign nations, and to safe-
guard American business interests abroad.

11, The United Nations organization, In-
ternational Financial and Monetary Organ-
ization. -

That is the job of the House Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

I read now the duties, as set forth in
this booklet, of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations:

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to
consist of 13 Senators, to which committes
shall be referred all proposed legislation,
messages, petitions, memorials, and other
matters relating to the following subjects:

1. Relations of the United States with
foreign nations generally.

2. Treaties.

3. Establishment of boundary lines be-
tween the United States and foreign nations,

4. Protection of American citizens abroad
and expatriation,

5. Neutrality.

6. International
gresses.

7. The American National Red Cross.

8. Intervention abroad and declarations of
war,

8. Measures relating to the diplomatie
service,

10. Acquisition of land and buildings for
embassies and legations in foreign countries,

11: Measures to foster commercial inter-
cocurse with foreign nations, and to safeguard
American business interests abroad,

12. The United Nations organization, In=
ternational Financlal and Monetary Organi-
zation.

13. Foreign loans.

conferences and con=-

conferences and con-
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Mr. President, in connection with the
foreign affairs of the United States and
how they have been conducted, I ask the
Senate to consider the Potsdam agree-
ment. Mind you, Mr. President, this
morning the Senate is considering com-
munism, and the Senate is proposing to
enact a law which will contain commu-
nism, so it is claimed.

According to Hanson W. Baldwin, mil-
lions of white persons were sold into
slavery at Potsdam. Earlier in my re-
marks I asked the Senate to consider
how Abraham Lincoln, the founder of
the Republican Party, would have felt if
he had known of what was to be done at
Potsdam. Abraham Lincoln would turn
over in his grave if he knew that our
leadership in the past few years counte-
nanced the selling and the giving into
slavery of millions of German war pris-
oners. Abraham Lincoln, who freed the
slaves, would have risen in his grave if
he had seen our President selling mil-
lions of white men into slavery, millions
delivered into the hands of France and
Russia, and millions who died without
even a chance to have a farewell embrace
with their loved ones. It is no wonder
that on the day when the United States
entered the Second World War, Winston
Churchill declared:

This is what I have worked for.

He is the man who, only a few weeks
before, stated over the radio in the
United States that he wanted only the
guns and the tools from America, that
England had the men.

Mr, President, how must the families
who lost one or more of their sons in
that war feel about these matters? Let
us consider the families who lost one
son or two sons, or some of them three
sons, or some even four sons in that
war. Those boys did not even have time
to receive decent training, in many in-
stances; thousands of those bo,s did not
receive 1 year of training, although the
law required it, before they went to for-
eign lands to fight.

Mr. President, no sooner had the
fighting stopped, than there took place
one of the greatest betrayals of the
American people in our time. The
11,000,000 American veterans who were
overseas were betrayed by the organiza-
tion of the United Nations, When those
boys left our shores, not one of them
had ever heard of the United Nations.
While they were abroad, there was or-
ganized what columnists since have said
was the greatest propaganda machine
in all the history of the world, an or-
ganization to put over on the American
people the United Nations scheme, I
say with the deepest regret that every
Senator who voted for the United Na-
tions Charter had forewarning before
he voted of the terrible, frightening,
horrible, incredibly devastating effects
that our joining that organization, in
the form in which it was drawn up,
would have on our people. Alger Hiss
had us tied up, all right. As Secretary
and General Manager of the United Na-
tions Conference in San Francisco, he
did his job for the Communists, and he
did it well. I say tonight that I have
often asked in my prayers that Al-
mighty God might have pity and mercy
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upon the Senators who voted for the
United Nations and who got this coun-
try to embrace it.

The senior Senator from Connecticut
says that our faction of the Republican
Party, which has been opposing all these
foreign entanglements, is composed of
men who are masters of hindsight.

But I say to him that the other half
of the Republican Party, of which I am
a member, one who has often been re-
ferred to slurringly as an isolationist—
this half of the Republican Party was
not fooled. We knew what we were
doing, and we knew what some of the
foreign countries were doing to the
American people at San Francisco. To-
day I am the one Senator left upon this
floor who voted against the United Na-
tions Charter. The other Senator who
voted against it, Senator Shipstead of
Minnesota, was defeated, but how well
do I remember the terrific propaganda
machine that said any Senator who
voted against the United Nations was
voting for war while those who were vot-
ing for it were voting for peace.

I see a large number of these men here
tonight. I know that of the dozens and
dozens of newspapermen now here, many
will remember that terrible propaganda
machine. If a Senator dare not to vote
for the United Nations, he was voting for
war; if he voted for it, he was voting
for peace. Iremember the speeck madé
by the distinguished senior Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Bripges] in which
he said, “In organizing the United Na-
tions, we are doing what the Thirteen
Colonies did when they organized the
United States of America.” ButIask,as
I asked at that time, would those Thir-
teen Colonies have joined the United
States of America if one of the 13 States
had retained the veto power over the
others? Would South Carolina, Geor-
gia, or Virginia have joined, had New
York retained the veto power? They
could have joined, they could have be-
come a part of the United States regard-
less. I said so in my speech at San
Francisco. :

One man from Australia put up a
great fight to carry out the principles of
the Atlantic Charter, a brave fight for a
principle. Who stopped him? Not
Russia. Read the record. He was
stopped by the United States and Eng-
land, who insisted on the veto power.
That is the record. Of the entire Amer-
ican delegation, only one—and, by a
strange coincidence, it happened to be
the only veferan on the entire list—sup-
ported the Australian. How well do I
remember the newspapers all over
America, one of them here in the city
of Washington saying that they would
dedicate themselves to the defeat of any
Senator who would dare to vote not to
join the United Nations. One of the
newspapers in Washington, in a story
on page 1, said it would dedicate itself to
the defeat of any Senator seeking re-
election, who had dared to vote not to
join the United Nations. Mr. President,
talk about pressure on a Senator: A
great newspaper, worth millions of dol-
lars, was saying to a Senator, “Here, Mr.
Senator, if you do not vote for the United
Nations, we will dedicate this paper to
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your defeat.” It said so on the front
page.

In North Dakota we do not worry very
much about threats from newspapers.
There we glory in the fine, broad prairies,
where so many fine people live—the
grandest people, I suppose, on the face
of the earth. Roughly, 40 percent of
them are Scandinavians; 38 percent of
German or Teutonic extraction. There
are Finns, Hungarians, and Austrians,
and also a few Irish and a few Scotch.
Those fine people understood why I
voted against the United Nations and
against the Charter. So when I went
home to run for reelection, which was
shortly thereafter, the opposition did not
even dare make an issue of it. When
I challenged my opponent to debate the
question of my vote against the Atlantic
Charter, I could not even get him to ac-
cept. The people there are unusually
wise. They are not easily deceived by
propaganda. When a man or a woman
once has the confidence of his people,
there must be proof, real and convincing,
before the people will lose confidence in
him as one of their public servants.

Mr. President, as the one Senator left
here tonight upon the Senate floor who
voted against the United Nations Char-
ter, I, a nonpartisan Republican, take
pride in telling the senior Senator from
Connecticut—a man who on August 14
said that this branch of the Republican
Party was a master of hindsight—that.
just the contrary is true. If is easy to
call a man a Communist. If is just as
easy to call him an isolationist. They
use every possible name they can, except
that of calling & man an American. It
does not make any difference whether
a man had three times offered his life
for his country, if he was not in favor
of the United Nations Charter, he was a
scoundrel—he was for war, But when
the senior Senator from Connecticut
says that our faction of the Republican
Party was guilty of hindsight he has for-
gotten entirely the warning which I, as
a Republican, gave at the time the Upited
Nations Charter was adopted. I warned
those who were voting in favor of the
United Nations Charter. On the 28th
day of July 1945 every Democrat on the
floor voted for it and every Republican,
except former Senator Shipstead and I,
voted for it. Former Senator Hiram
Johnson was in the hospital. He was
paired against. It was the last vote for-
mer Senator Hiram Johnson ever cast,
and he cast that vote through a pair.
I shall never forget what I said on that
memorable day. I say it is not hind-
sight, Mr. President, because for 5 years
that warning was there for every Senator
to look at. It was written for posterity
to read. It is there for my children and
my grandchildren to read. I said it then
and I say it today. It is the eternal
truth. What I said then I say now. On
that occasion I said:

Mr. President, during my service in the
Benate in behalf of the common people, I
have never scld the truth to serve the hour.
I have no guarrel with the vote of any honest
Senator upon this floor, Each one took the
same oath that I took, namely, to defend

and uphold the Constitution of the United
States of America.

Practically all Members of this body have
indicated that they will vote for the Charter.
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Under my oath, Mr, President, and under my
conscience, I cannot so vote, If I did I would
feel that I was betraying the hundreds of
thousands whe have died in this war for the
United States, and the hundreds of thou-
sands who heve sacrificed their loved ones
and their treasure. I would be willing to
vote for the appropriation of the last dollar
in the United States Treasury, and the last
dollar that we could borrow if, by spending
that money, we could eliminate war, which
we all abhor and hate, I would unhesitat-
ingly vote for the Charter if I felt that it
offered even the tinlest hope of a perma-
nent peace. But, in spite of that, Mr, Presi-
dent, I feel from the bottom of my heart that
the adoption of the Charter—and, make sure,
we are going to implement it—will mean
perpetuating war, I feel that it will mean
the enslavement of millions of people from
Poland to India, from Korea to Java, as well
as people in many other places on this earth.

I say, Mr. President, that I told this
Senate the truth. Millions of people
were enslaved at Potsdam and millions
of people were betrayed at Yalta.

Did not the Senator from Connecticut
have warning? Did not the American
people have warning? I told the Senate
the truth, Then I went on to say:

Mr. President, I feel that the adoption of
the Charter will be one step more toward
compulsory ard military conscription, and
all that which goes with war

What duv we do now?

And I say today, Mr. President, right
now the distinguished senior Senator
from Maryland, as chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, has brought
out his bill for compulsory and military
conscription—the same kind of compul-
sory-military conseription which our
forefathers fled from when they left
Europe—this compulsory-military con-
scription which they abhorred and de-
tested and fought against.

I continued:

In my opinion, the Charter is not at all
similar to the Constitution of the United
States which was adopted by the Original
Colonies. I may say at this point that I
agree with what the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Brmces| said
earlier in the day, when he stated:

“Most important of all, the American Con-
stitution went to great length to guarantee
genuine equality to States entering into the
Union. Neither Ben Franklin nor the other
members of the Constitutional Convention
would have tolerated a Constitution by
which two or three or five of the States
were given a veto power over all of the rest.”

It has been used time and time again
by the Russians. I believe it has been
used 46 times. This brazen attempt to
deceive the American people by colum-
nists and the propaganda machine that
said the organization of the United Na-
tions was similar to the organization of
the Original Thirteen Colonies of the
United States of America—why there
is not one Senator upon this floor who
believes that any of the 13 colonies would
have ever joined the United States of
America if 2 or 3 or 5 of these States were
given a veto power over all of the rest.

Then, Mr., President, we come to
another phase of my speech when I said:

Mr. President, in my campaign for the
senatorship 5 years ago I pledged to the fath-
ers and mothers of North Dakota that I
would never vote to send our boys away to
be slaughtered upon the battlefields of
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Europe. I kept that pledge on this floor. I
promised in that campaign to vote in the
Senate to expend the last dollar, if neces-
sary, in order to defend the Western Hemi-
sphere. Again I say, Mr. President, that I
kept that pledge to the people of North
Dakota.

Having so pledged myself, and having been
elected to my senatorship upon such pledge,
and not having been elected to create an
organization to which we would give a prom-
ise, either expressed or implied, that it
would have authority to send our boys all
over the earth, I cannot support the Charter.
I believe it is fraught with danger to the
American people, and to American institu-
tions.

Of every Senator who supported the
United Nations Charter, I ask, “Who
sent our boys to fight in Korea? Was
any Senator in this body consulted about;
having a war in Korea?”’ We were told,
“When we adopt this Charter we are
not surrendering any sovereignty.”

Let us look at the record. Let us read
some of the speeches which were de-
livered by some of the great advocates of
the United Nations Charter, Some of
them later became delegates. We asked
them, “What about the power to declare
war?”

They said, “That is specifically ex-
empted. Only the United States itself
can decide whether we are or are not
going to be in any war.”

So I ask: Who sent our boys to Korea?
There was no resolution adopted by the
Senate. Except possibly the majority
leader, was any Senator ever consulted.

Mr, President, I finished my talk as
follows: I said then that we were be-
traying the very people who sent us to
the Senate as their representatives—
that by getting into this organization
for our 11,000,000 fighting men and
women who had been in all these coun-
tries before they could get home to tell
us what they thought about it we were
acting long, long before we should act,

Furthermore, Mr. President, I reiterate
that we ought not to vote on this Charter
in the absence of our 11,000,000 fighting men
and women. They are now away, and we do
not know what their attitude will be upon
their return, after having been to the four
corners of the earth and after having fought
upon the seven seas. We sit here, Mr. Presi-
dent, in our fine offices and upon this sena-
torial floor, blissfully ignorant of what those
11,000,000 veterans may be thinking. After
all, they constitute the backbone of the
common people of America. Certainly there
is no reason for such a hurry.to pass this
Charter that some steps could not have been
taken to have referred the matter to the
people of the country, including the men and
women in the Armed Forces, before the final
vote was taken upon it. As their representa-
tive here in the Senate, I cannot, I will not,
God helping me, vote for a measure which
I believe to be unlawful under our Consti=-
tution, a measure which, in my opinion, be-
trays the very people who sent us to the
Senate as their representatives.

Mr. President, I have never been sorry
for that vote. Now I want to come back
to what was said about the Democratic
Party.

Mr. -SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I rise to a point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EL-
LENDER in the chair) The Senator will
state it.
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator
should continue talking if he is to keep
the floor.

Mr., LANGER. I said I would not
yield.

I desire to refer again to my speech
on July 28, and I wish to come back to
the United Nations Charter.

Particularly do I want to refer again
to the President’s veto. On page 2 the
President said the adoption of this
bill—
would help the Communists in their efforts
to create dissension and confusion within
our borders.

It would help the Communist propagan-
dists throughout the world who are trying
to undermine freedom by discrediting as
hypocrisy the efforts of the United Btates
on behalf of freedom.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I ask the Chair to put the question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will proceed in order.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I ask the Chair
to put the question unless the Senator
keeps on talking.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will proceed in order.

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President—

Mr, LANGER. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Dces the Senator
yield the floor?

Mr. LANGER. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota will proceed.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Bricker Hickenlooper McKellar
Butler Hill McMahon
Byrd Hoey Magnuson
Cain Holland Malone
Capehart Humphrey Martin
Chapman Ives Mundt
Chavez Jenner Murray
Connally Johnson, Colo. O'Conor
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Darby Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Donnell Kefauver Saltonstall
Douglas Kerr Schoeppel
Dworshak Kilgore Smith, Malne
Ecton Enowland Stennis
Ellender Langer Thomas, Okla.
Ferguson Leahy Thye :
Frear Lehman Watking
Fulbright Long Wherry
George Lucas Wiley
Graham MeCarran Williams
Green McCarthy Young
Gurney MeClellan

Hendrickson McFarland

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum
is present.

MOTION TO RECONSIDER VOTE ON
ADJOURNMENT RESOLUTION

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, some time
ago I entered a motion to reconsider the
vote which was taken upon the concur-
rent resolution to adjourn. I now call
up that motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion
is not debatable. The question is on
agreeing to the motion of the Senator
from Illinois.

The motion was agreea to.
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LEGISLATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE
CONGRESS FROM JANUARY 3 TO SBEP-
TEMBER 22

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, at this
time I wish to place in the REcorp a state-
ment and a comprehensive survey in
which I have reviewed the principal leg-
islative accomplishments of the Con-
gress from January 3 to September 22.

This is a factual summary of the major
measures approved by the Congress dur-
ing this session.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
survey printed in the Appendix of the
Recorp, and I hope every Senator will
carefully examine it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

COMPLETE SUMMARY OF THE EIGHTY-
FIRST CONGRESS, SBECOND SESSION
(S. DOC. 236)

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to insert a supple-
mentary statement in the Appendix of
the Recorp, following the recess, to be
printed as a Senate document, which
will incorporate the complete summary
of the Eighty-first Congress, second ses-
sion.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
jection, it is so ordered.

PUBLICATION OF MATTERS IN THE
APPENDIX AFTER ADJOURNMENT OF
CONGRESS

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

MR. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Iask the distinguished
majority leader if he intends to make a
unanimous-consent request to have mat-
ters printed in a subsequent issue of the
Appendix of the Recorp following the
adjournment of the Congress.

Mr. LUCAS. Yes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator make that request now?

MR. LUCAS. Yes, Mr. President, I
make that request now.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The Senator
from Illinois asks unanimous consent
that Senators may be permitted to print
matters in the Recorp following the re-
cess for a period of 10 days. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

PROTECTION AGAINST CERTAIN TUN-
AMERICAN AND SUBVERSIVE ACTIVI-
TIES—VETO MESSAGE

The Senate resumed the reconsidera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 9490) to protect
the United States against certain un-
American and subversive activities by
requiring registration of Communist or-
ganizations, and for other purposes, the
objections of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstanding,

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MYERS ON
H. R. 9400

Mr., McCARRAN. Mr, President, the
Senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MvyERs] is unavoidably absent on impor-
tant public business and cannot be pres-
ent for this vote on H. R. 9490. I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted at
this point in the Recorp a statement pre-
pared by the Senator from Pennsylvania,
giving his reasons for supporting the

Without ob-
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position taken by those of us who intend
to vote fo override the Presidential veto.
The Senator from Pennsylvania had

intended reading this statement, but was

compelled to leave the city.

If the Senator from Pennsylvania were
present, he would vote “yea.”

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in th
REecorp, as follows: .

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MYERS IN SUFPORT OF
OVERRIDING VETO OF MCCARRAN SECURITY
Biy, H. R. 9450

Mr. President, I believe the Senate should
override the President's veto of the McCarran
security bill. Ten days ago I voted for the
bill in substantially its present form, and
the reasons which prompted my decision at
that time remain unchanged.

The President, and all of us in the Senate,
are under oath to uphold the Constitution
of the United States. This oath imposes
upon us the afirmative duty of safeguarding
that Constitution—and the people for whose
protection it was adopted—from any attack,
conspiratorial or otherwise, which threatens.

No one will disagree with me here that
world communism—acting through its agents
and puppets in this country—does present
a threat to our Constitution and to the lib-
erty of our people. Anyone familiar with
my record is well aware that I have voted
for every measure to thwart Red designs both
in this country and abroad. And despite
some serlous reservations I have about the
bill before us, I intend to vote to override
the President’'s veto.

Our Constitution is not so weak that it
denies us the power and authority to safe
guard it. What we must guard against,
however, is the danger that we might wreck
the Constitution in an endeavor to save it.

I am thoroughly satisfied that the most
effective portions of the present bill are
completely within the power and authority
which the Constitution provides us for its
protection.

In this connection, I point out specifically
the so-called detention provisions which will
permit the FBI to round up known and dan-
gerous Communists overnight in the event
a national emergency should be declared.
I point out also such provisions as those
which tighten controls over possible espio-
nage and sabotage that might be attempted
at military and other critical Government
installations. And I point out the more
effective controls it provides over undesir-
able aliens and agents and dupes of hostile
foreign powers.

These provisions strike at the heart of
Communist activities which afford any pos-
sible threat to our security.

Other features of the bill before us trouble
me considerably. I belleve many features,
particularly those dealing with registration
requirements, will fail to produce the results
which their authors intend for them. I see
in the registration requirements at least
three serious defects. First, the legal lan-
guage in which they are drafted 1s not spe-
cific enough to guarantee just enforcement,
Secondly, they propose the use of a long and
time-consuming process which cannot be op-
erated rapldly enough to accomplish their
general purpose in a short enough time to
be effective. Third, and most serious of all,
some aspects of the registration requirements
ralse grave questions about their constitu-
tionality.

I am deeply concerned about this provi
sion of the bill.

The President takes the position that we
should separate the good from the bad, and
I agree with him. As a practical matter,
however, I can see no way that this can be
accomplished. Substantial majorities in
both the House and Senate have already in-
dicated by their votes that they do not en-
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tertain any serious reservations about any
of the provisions of this legisiation. They
do not belleve them either to be inadequate
or undesirable.

Because they represent majorities in both
Houses, I am convinced that my choice is
limited to the bill as it stands, or to no bill
at all. I see no possibility whatsoever that
8 majority of either House will accept the
separation which the President has suggested
in his veto message,

I feel so strongly that America needs the
protection of the good parts of this bill that
I intend tu vote to override the veto. I have
complete confidence that our courts will
steadfastly reject any attempted misuse of
the law which seeks an unwarranted invasion
of our guaranteed constitutional liberties,
and that the courts will be equally quick
to support its sound features which we must
have now, I Intend to vote to override the
veto.

STATEMENT BY SENATORS FERGUSON
AND MUNDT ON H. R. 8490

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent fto have in-
serted in thc body of the Recorp at this
point a joint statement on behalf of
myself and the Senator from Sonth
Dakota [Mr. Muwpr] relating to the
bill now under consideration.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

JOINT STATEMENT BY SENATORS HOMER
FercusoN AND EarL MUNDT FoR INSERTION
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD AND RELEASE
ON RECEIPT

1

Given the sort of vigorous enforcement
which the public interest demands, the
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 will,
in the opinion of its original sponsors, put an
effective end to the Communist conspiracy
in this country.

It will do so because, for the first time,
it makes the underground activities of the
Communist movement illegal, and its overt
activities ineffective.

The emergency detention features which
were added to the bill will provide protec-
tion against prospective acts of espionage or
sabotage in event of war, invasion or in-
surrection.

The identification features of the act pro-
vide stiff penalties for any failure to comply
with registration requirements. Thus, if
the Communists and Communist fronts
choose to ignore those requirements and go
underground the investigating agencies of
our Government will, for the first time in
our history have legal authority to pursue
them and bring them forth to accounta-
bility.

If the Communist movement chooses to
comply with the law, by proper identifica-
tion through registration, it will wither on
the vine and die. It has relied on secrecy
and stealth for its effectiveness. In the
open, Americans in every walk of life will
be able to recognize it and to repel its god-
less, poisonous and tyrannieal doctrines.

In the open it will be forced to sever the
tles with its ideological and financial sources
in Rusisa. It will be shut of from the
funds of capitalistic “angels” who have
been its dupes. It will be unable to per=-
meate Government with its agents, nor
obtain its secrets, nor work in defense plants.

In the open, the Communist movement
will have to stand or fall on its own doc-
trinaire merits, and the good sense of the
American people will then be sufficient to
smother it.

n

The President has made seven points
agalnst this legislation in his veto message.
None of the seven points is valid and each
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can be answered briefly, which we do for
the record.

1. The President says, “It would aid po-
tential enemies by requiring the publication
of a complete list of vital defense plants,
laboratories, and other installations.”

He refers to the defense facilities from
which members of the Communist-action
organizations are barred for employment.
The fact is; as emphasized.in the report
of the conferees, that the test to be applied
by the Secretary of Defense in publishing
any list of facilities is that he “finds and de-
termines that the security of the United
States requires the application of the pro-
visions of subsection (a) of this section.”
Obviously, then, if publication would be
against the interest of national security as
the President claims, the Secretary could
make no.such.designations or postings. It
may be added that if the subsection is
made inoperative by a failure of the Secre-
tary, for security or other reasons, to desig-
nate an establishment as a defense facility
and so publish the fact, nothing anywhere
in the act modifies the protection afforded
those establishments by other provisions of
the criminal code, including the espionage
and sabotage statutes.

2. The President states, “It would require
the Department of Justice and its Federal
Bureau of Investigation to waste immense
amounts of time and energy in attempting
to carry out its unworkable registration pro=
visions.”

It is refreshing that the greatest spender

in the history of the American Presidency
should be speaking of waste. Nevertheless,
his sights are out of focus in this case. If
can never be a waste of time or effort to
obtain evidence for the enforcement of laws
which protect the national interest. And
what if the legislation should require more
FBI agents? What is that, or the cost, com=-
pared to the billions which we are spending
in other forms, presumably for the same pur=
pose of protecting the national security? As
a matter of fact, however, this legislation will
decrease rather than increase FBI responsi=
bilities as the Communist movement is
forced into the open, where the American
public will be able to recognize it and police
it against its threats of espionage and sabo=
t .

&g? The President states, “It would deprive
us of the great assistance of many aliens in
intelligence matters.”

This presumably refers to features of the
bill which amend the immigration and na-
turalization laws, but the fact here is that
. in the language of this act we exclude only
those aliens whose entry into the United
States is found by the Attorney General to
endanger the security of the United States,

4. The President states, “It would antag-
onize friendly governments.”

The clear and simple answer to such a
proposition, whatever its foundation may be,
is that any country which takes offense af
our efforts to bar the penetration of spies,
saboteurs, and fifth columnists—those for-
elgn subjects who, under the terms of the
act, are threats to our security—then that
country is prima facie not a “friendly gov=-
ernment.”

5. The President says, “It would put the
Government of the United States in the
thought-control business.”

This 1s the oldest and most hackneyed of
the arguments against the original Com-
munist-control bill. Neither has any person
in the course of the entire debate on this
legisiation, nor the President in his veto mes-
sage, been able to point to a word or phrase
in those sections of the bill which the
President finds so objectionable, that sug-
gests or implies thought control.

The actual fact is that the legislation of
which the President speaks proscribes and
punishes only specific, designated, overt acts
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which are clearly defined in the law. Ref=
erence is made to the analysis of the Com-=
munist control section that follows.

6. The President states, “It would make
it easier for subversive aliens to become nat-
uralized as United States citizens.” He
elaborates on this assertion in the text of
his message by saylng that section 25 of the
act “would make subversive aliens eligible
for naturalization as soon as they withdraw
from organizations required to register un-
der this bill, whereas under existing law they
must wait for a period of 10 years after such
withdrawal before becoming eligible for citi-
zenship.”

The fact is that the section 25 to which
he refers applies only to members of Com-
munist-front organizations. The further
fact is that aliens who belong to such or-
ganizations may be naturalized under pres=-
ent law, The final fact is that this section
promotes the interest of national security
by barring members of such Communist-
front organizations from naturalization, un-
less within a specified period after the or=-
ganization is listed as a front they withdraw
their afiliation,

7. The President states “It would give
Government officials vast powers to harass
all of our citizens in the exercise of their
right of free speech.” This contention is
amplified by a lengthy complaint that an
organization could be classified as a Commu-
nist-front following a determination *“based
solely upon” one of the criteria that is set
up in the act.

This contention was answered time and
again in the Senate debate. Certain cri-
teria are set up to assist in determining
whether an organization is a Communist-
front—eight criteria, in fact. But they are
criteria for the guidance of the Board, and
are not conclusive. By the use of the word
“and" between each of the eight criteria it
should have been clear to anyone who had
read the bill that the Board could not act
“solely upon™ any one of the criteria. The
ultimate determination of the Board is
whether or not an organization is such as is
specifically defined in the act, and that defi
nition—which has been studiously over=
locked by the President and every other
critic—has as its central feature—control or
domination by the foreign government or
foreign organization controlling the world
Communist movement,

This law will not harass any man, except
those who by their own overt acts would in-
vite liability under its terms. It contalns
every safeguard for the individual known to
the processes of Anglo-American law, As
a matter of fact and final consideration, it
it provides the innocent even greater safe-
guards than they enjoy under present prac-
tices of the administration, which permits
the listing and designations of organizations
as subversive by mere administrative fiat
on the part of the Attorney General. In
contrast to that procedure this law gives
due process through public hearings, the
right of rebuttal and judicial review, to all
individuals and organizations.

ANALYSIS OF SECTIONS 1 TO 17 OF THE INTERNAL
EECURITY ACT (THE MUNDT-FERGUSON-NIXON
BILL)

This legislation requires that all Commue«
nist-action and all Communist-front organi-
zations in the United States shall register
with the Attorney General. The two types
of organization are distinguished by careful
definitions * and by a set of criteria contained
in the act. In general it may be said that
the first type encompasses the Communist
Party of the United States and the second
encompasses the s of organization that
may be listed at present by the Attorney Gens
eral as subversive,

1 The definitions contalned in the act are
attached at the conclusion of this analysis.

 denied income-tax exemptions.

15669

Registration includes the name and ad-
dress of the organization; the names, ad-
dresses, and duties of its officers; and an ac=
counting of funds.

Communist action organizations must also
register the names and addresses of their
members. If an individual is, or becomes, a
member of a Communist action organization
which is not registered, or which is regis-
tered but has failed to register his name, he
must register himself,

Responsibility for registering organiza-
tions is imposed upon the executive officer
or secretary of the organization. Organiza-
tions must be registered within 30 days of
the act's effective date, or within 30 days
after an order requiring registration is made
final.

Should an organization (either Commu-
nist action or Communist front) fail to
register, the Attorney General may request
a five-man bipartisan Subversive Activities
Control Board, which is created by the act,
to issue an order requiring registration. The
organization affected may contest this peti=
tion of the Attorney General, as in open
court. Likewise an organization or indi-
vidual may petition the Board for the can-
cellation or registration or for removal from
a registration list, E

The registration lists are to be kept pub-
lic, but the Attorney General may not make
any name public until the individual af-
fected has been notified and given the op-
portunity to follow procedures leading to re-
moval in case of any erroneous listing.

Decislons of the Board may be appealed to
the courts.

Organizations are made liable for their
failure to register when required. Other-
wise they are free to go about their business
except that (1) they may not mail Coms=
munist publications or broadcast or televise
a Communist program without identifying
its source or sponsorship; and (2) they are
{Contribu=
tions to them may not be deducted for ine
come-tax purposes, either.)

Beyond these provisions the act contains
certain prohibitions which affect individuals,
and impose penalties for certain overt acts
on their part. These prohibitions can best
be described by the manner in which they
affect indviduals within certain categories,
as follows:

It is made unlawful:

(A) For any person—

(1) To conspire to perform any act which
would substantially contribute to the estab-
lishment within the United States of a to-
talitarian dictatorship under foreign controlj

(2) To mail Communist publications or
broadcase or televise a Communist program
on behalf of a Communist organization,
without identifying the source or sponsor=
ship of the mailing or broadcast. This does
not apply to individual letter-writing, how-
ever,

(B) For any officer or employee of the Fed-
eral Government (or a Government-owned
corporation—

(1) To communicate without authoriza-
tion to another person whom he knows or has
reason to belleve is an agent of a foreign
government or a member of a Communist or-
ganization, any information which he knows
has been classified as affecting the national
security;

(2) To issue a passport or passport re=
newal to any person whom he knows or has
reason to believe is a member of a Commu=
nist organization.

(C) For any officer or employee of the Fed-
eral Government, or officer or employee of
any defense facility—

(1) To contribute funds or services to a
Communist organization, knowing or having
notice that such organization is registered or
required to register;
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(2) To assist any member of what he
knows or has notice is a Communist organi-
gzation to violate or avold the prohibitions
and responsibilities of such individual as
provided in the act with respect to seeking
or holding office or employment under the
Federal Government or in a defense facility.

(D) For a member (or one who becomes
8 member) of an unregistered Communist-
action organization—(1) To fail to register
the fact of his membership with the Attor-
ney General,

(E) For a member of a registered Commu-
nist action organization (or one required to
register by final order of the Board)—

(1) To fail to register himself if he knows
the organization has failed to include his
name in its list of membership;

(2) To engage in any employment in a
defense facility;

(3) To apply for a passport or passport re-
newal, or to use or attempt to use a pass=-
port.

(F) For a member of a registered Commu-
nist-action or Communist-front organization
(including such organizations as are re-
quired to register by a final order of the
Board)—

(1) To obtain or attempt to obtain, with-
out authorization for its transmittal, any in-
formation which has been classified by the
President as affecting the security of the
country, from an officer or employee of the
Federal Government or a Government-owned
corporation,

(2) To conceal or fall to disclose the fact
of membership in such an organization when
seeking, accepting or holding any nonelec-
tive office or employment under the Federal
Government or employment in a defense
facility.

(3) To hold any nonelective office or em=
ployment under the Federal Government.

{G) For any person making a registration
statement—(1) to willfully make any false

or misleading statement or misleading omis-

slon in the registration statement.

(H) For any agent or representative of a
foreign government—(1) To obtain or at-
tempt to obtain, without authorization for
its transmittal, any information which has
been classified as affecting the national se-
curity, from an officer or employge of the
Federal Government or a Government-owned
corporation. 5

DEFINITIONS CONTAINED IN THE ACT

The term “Communist-action organiza-
tion"” means—

(a) Any organization in the United States
(other than a diplomatic representative or
mission of a foreign government accredited as
such by the Department of State) which (1)
is substantially directed, dominated, or con-
trolled by the foreign government or foreign
organization controlling the world Commu-
nist movement referred to In section 2 of
this title, and (i1) operates primarily to ad-
vance the objectives of such world Commu-
nist movement as referred to in section 2
of this title; and

(b) Any section, branch, fraction or cell of
any organization defined in subparagraph (a)
of this paragraph, which has not complied
with the registration requirements of this
title.

The term “Communist-front"” organization
means any organization in the United States
(other than a Communist-action organiza-

tion as defined in paragraph (3) of this sec--

tion) which (A) is substantially directed,
dominated, or controlled by a Communist-
action organization, and (B) is primarily
operated for the purpose of giving aid and
support to a Communist-action organization,
a Communist foreign government, or the
world Communist movement referred to In
section 2 of this title.

NoTeE—These are the ultimate and con-
trolling definitions of the two types of Coms=
munist organization specified in the act.
Certain criteria are set forth in the act, for
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the guidance of the Board in determining
whether an organization should be required
to register as one type of organization or the
other. It is to be emphasized that none of
these criteria individually (nor even collec=
tively) can be conclusive in determining
whether an organization comes within the
definitions,

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to call up two reports
I made earlier this morning, dealing with
the nominations in the Public Health
Service.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I object
to that, at this time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is
heard.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I wish to
make a short statement on the pending
measure. <

At first I wish to say that I certainly
regret what has happened, and I express
a very sincere hope that the senior Sena-
tor from North Dakota [Mr. LaANGER] will
have a speedy recovery, and that there
is nothing serious about his temporary
absence at this time. )

Mr. President, I dislike very much to
override the President’s veto on a funda-
mental piece of legislation, but in this in-
stance I feel compelled to do so.

The President has found many flaws in
the antisubversive bill passed by this
Congress. I agree with him that there
are serious flaws in this measure, but I
think the good features of the bill out-
weigh the bad ones. All the bills passed
by Congress represent compromises. No
measure is ever completely satisfactory
to any Member of the Senate.

The provisions of this bill against sabo=
tage and spying are urgently needed now.
I have noted the statement made yester-
day in a public address by Maj. Gen.
Jerry V. Mattjka. He declared that if
total war occurs—
we may expect enemy-organized sabotage
units to cause major damage to lmportant
war resources just before the outbreak of
hostilities.

General Mattjka is acting director of
production management for the Muni-
tions Board at Washington. I think he
speaks from expert knowledge of the
problems we may face in these days of
peril. Mr. President, if this gentleman
is correct in his conclusions in regard to
the question of sabotage, certainly we
need to have on the statute books a
measure of some kind which will permit
the Attorney General and others in the
executive branch of the Government to
detain saboteurs and spies who would
create such havoc and chaos in this
country under those circumstances.

If I voted to uphold the veto, I would
be voting to let the antisabotage provi-
sions of this bill go by the board at a
time when it seems to me every day may
count in our efforts to prevent sabotage.
So I am standing with those who want
this bill to become law.

Then again, I cannot vote to sustain
this veto, because I was one who was in
the forefront of the fight to place in this
bill an amendment to provide for the im-
mediate detention of'all Communists and
persons reasonably suspected of sub-
versive activity in case of war, invasion,
or insurrection. This part of the bill
gives us a legal weapon to use against
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Communists and other dangerous per-
sons in any dire emergency. It isa vital
piece of legislation which will give the
American people the protection they will
need against spies and saboteurs if we
become involved in total war. Iam con-
vinced that this part of the bill is its
most important feature.

It may be that some phases of the so-
called Mundt-Ferguson registration plan
infringe the basic liberties of our Bill of
Rights. However, able lawyers disagree
on this point. Lawyers also disagree on
whether this provision is constitutional.
The court, however, is the proper place
to decide these questions.

Under the circumstances, I believe the
majority of Americans wanted Congress
to take legislative action to deal with
the difficult problems of subversive ac-
tivities. Congress approved this bill by
overwhelming majorities.

In this case, I believe the will of Con-
gress should prevail.

Mr, President, of course we can talk
about hysteria or about unusual condi-
tions existing at this particular time.
I do not question the sincerity of the
position of any Senator who desires to
vote to sustain the veto of the Presi-
dent of the United States; but from what
I know about public opinion, I believe
that at this time the American people
are anxious to have an anti-Communist
bill placed on the statute books by the
lawmakers of the United States.

Mr. President, these are not ordinary
times. Iundertake to say, asIhave said
‘many times before, that these are the
most dangerous and the most unusual
times America has ever experienced
since the founding fathers established
this Republic in the long ago.

I, for one, irrespective of whether it
is constitutional or not constitutional,
I am not going to stand by and permit
the laws to continue as they are, without
attempting to do something more effec-
tive in the way of controlling saboteurs
and spies, and also in respect to the de-
tention of men in this country whom I
known have sworn, in secret oath, to
overthrow this Government by violence
and by force. :

I regret exceedingly that, as the ma-
jority leader of this great deliberative
body, I am compelled to take this step.
However, Mr. President, the issues be-
fore the Senate are basic and funda-
mental. I cannot under any circum-
stances stultify my conscience on such a
far-reaching proposition, regardless of
what the outcome may be.

I wished to make this statement be-
fore the vote is taken on this measure.

I sincerely hope that those who are
seeking to sustain the President’s veto
will not continue to carry on a filibuster
on this measure., The Members of the
Senate are entitled to vote with all con-
venient speed. We have been here, now,
since approximately 4 o’clock yesterday
afternoon, when we first began to debate
the President’s veto message on this
measure.

Senators will not change votes by en-
gaging in further debate on this issue,
even if they do so continuously for a
week. Not one Senator's vote will be
changed, regardless of how eloquent, how
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persuasive, or how forceful any Sen-
ator’s speech may be.

Some Senators think the speeches they
make on the floor of the Senate will
change the minds of other Senators. Mr.
President, it is true that once in a while
that does occur, but I seriously doubt
that such will happen in the measure
now before the Senate.

I think all Senators have made up their
minds on this issue. They would like to
vote. For us to stay here, now, all day
long—which we shall do if necessary, in
order to get a vote—I think would be a
rather ‘absurd and ridiculous thing to
do although I am not attempting to say
that any Senator should be cut off in
his remarks or should be prevented from
making a legitimate speech, if he has not
heretofore had an opportunity to address
the Senate on this issue.

I know that my able colleague has very
definite views on this measure, and has
not been able to get recognition. Sen-
ators always like to hear from him and
get his viewpoint.

But for any Senator to address the
Senate for hours and hours—as has been
done already on this issue—in debating
a piece of proposed legislation as basic
and as fundamental and as important as
this one, when Senators know that all
other Members of the Senater have made
up their minds how they will vote on
this measure, would seem to me to be
highly questionable, to say the least. It
seems to me that Senators should hesi-
tate and pause before pursuing such a
course.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the REcorp my analysis of
the President’s veto, in the light of the
provisions of the bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCCARRAN

Mr. President, the veto message of the
President declares that the bill, H. R. 9480,
“would not hurt the Communists; instead,
it would help them.”

I have heard that statement made before,
and I have characterized it as an irresponsi-
ble statement. It would be improper to
characterize as irresponsible any statement
made by the President of the United States.
But, Mr. President, it certainly is not im-
proper to say that I disagree with that state-
ment wholeheartedly; and I do not believe,
Mr. President, there are very many Members
of this body, or very many persons anywhere,
who have read this bill who believe, or can
be made to believe, that this bill would help
Communists.

At the outset of his veto message the Presi-
dent states what he calls “some of the princi-
pal objections to the bill." The veto mes=
sage refers to these objections as being
specifically stated, though in point of fact
they are stated in general terms. However,
let us examine these seven objections.

The first objection stated is that the bill
would aid potential enemles by requiring
the publication of a complete list of vital
defense plants, laboratories, and other in-
stallations.

Mr. President, someone has misadvised the
President with respect to that.

The only provision with respect to publica=
tion of a list of defense plants, which is to
be found in this bill, is in section 5. Section
5 (b) authorizes and directs the Secretary
of Defense to designate and proclaim, and
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from time to time revise, a list of facilities
with respect to the operation of which he
finds and determines that the security of
the United States requires the application
of the provisions of subsection (a), that is,
exclusion from employment of members of
Communist organizations.

This section does not require the Secretary
to publish a complete list of plants, or to
publish any list at all. The Secretary in
his discretion is to determine which plants,
if any, he wants to exclude Communists
from, and then he publishes the list of such
plants, if any. The Secretary might limit
his list of plants, as published, to a few, or
he might publish a list of many thousands;
but it will be discretionary with him, If
he thinks it is more ilmportant to keep the
name of a plant off a list than it is to apply
the provisions of the bill banning the em=
ployrient of Communists in that plant, then
he can keep the name of the plant off the
list. As a matter of fact, Mr. President,
while it is perfectly reasonable to believe
that there may be some plants doing defense
work which it would be desirable to keep
entirely secret, even so far as the identity
of the plants is concerned, it is also per=
fectly true that there are many thousands
of defense plants and potential defense
plants in this country, the identity of which
is, if not well known, at least easily deter=
mined. If you should want to send a form
letter to defense plants and prospective de-
fense plants throughout the country, solicit=
ing their business or their contributions for
one reason or another, you could probably
go to any one of several direct mall advertis=
ing agencies in Washington or in New York
City and have your letter addressed to a list
of some forty or forty-five thousand defense
plants and prospective defense plants.

However that may be, Mr. President, the
fact remains that the first numbered ob-
Jection mentioned in the President's veto
message charges this bill with requiring the
publication of a complete list of vital defense
plants, laboratories, and other installations;
and that simply is not so.

Amplifying this charge, Mr. President, the
President in his veto message states: “One
provision alone of this bill is enough to dem-
onstrate how far it misses the real target.
Bection 5 would require the Secretary of De-
fense to ‘proclaim’' and ‘have published In
the Federal Register’ a complete catalog of
defense plants, laboratories, and all other fa-
cilities vital to our national defense—no
matter how secret.”

A little farther along in the same para-
graph, the President says: “There are many
provisions of the bill which impel me to re-
turn it without my approval, but this one
would be enough by itself.”

Mr. President, that statement is incom-
prehensible. The present President of the
United States spent enough time in this
body to learn how to interpret plain legisla-
tive language. I cannot conceive that he
would write or sign a veto message on this
bill without reading the bill carefully; and
I cannot imagine that, having read the bill
carefully, he would make the statement
which is in the veto message, with respect
to what section 5 of this bill provides.

Mr. President, the veto message states that
this one provision of the bill is enough to
demonstrate how far it misses the real tar-
get. Mr. President, I leave it to any lawyer
who will read this paragraph of the veto
message, and subsection 5 (b) of the bill, to
determine how far the veto message misses
the target.

Mr. President, the second numbered ob-
Jection in the veto message Is that this bill
“would require the Department of Justice
and its Federal Bureau of Investigation to
waste immense amounts of time and energy
attempting to carry out its unworkable reg-
istration provisions.”
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Mr. President, I cannot criticize that ob-
jection, because it is obviously a statement
of opinfon rather than a statement of fact;
but I thoroughly disagree with the opinions
which the President has expressed. I do not
consider the registration provisions of this °
bill to be unworkable; I do not believe it
will require immense amounts of time and
energy from the Department of Justice and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation to carry
out these provisions, and I do not agree that
whatever time and energy is required to

_ carry them out will be wasted.

The third numbered objection in the veto
message is that this bill would deprive us
of the great assistance of many aliens in
intelligence matters.

In reading through the remainder of the
veto message, Mr. President, I have tried to
find some documentation for that charge.
I did not find it. I will not say it is not
there; but I did not find it, I did find the
charge repeated, on page 5 of the mimeo~
graphed copy of the veto message; repeated,
and enlarged. On that page, the veto mes-
sage states (speaking of sectlons 22 and 25
of the bill) that “what these provisions
would actually do is to prevent us from ad-
mitting to our country, or to citizenship,
many people who could make real contribu-
tions to our national strength. The bill
would deprive our Government and our in-
telligence agencies of the valuable services
of aliens in security operations. It would
require us to exclude and deport the citizens
of some friendly, non-Communist countries.
It would actually make it easier for subver-
sive aliens to become United States citizens.”

Those are, again, Mr. President, very gen=-
eral statements. Again, on page 14 of the
mimeographed copy of the veto message, ap-
pears this statement: “Moreover, the provi-
slons of section 22 of this bill would strike
a serious blow at our national security by
taking away from the Government the power
to grant asylum in this country to foreign
diplomats who repudiate Communist im-
perialism and wish to escape Its reprisals.
It must be obvious to anyone that It is in
our national interest to persuade people to
renounce communism, and to encourage
their refection from Communist forces.
Many of these people are extremely valuable
to our intelligence operations. Yet under
this bill the Government would lose the
limited authority it now has to offer asylum
in our country as the great incentive for such
defection.”

Mr. President, the 1imited authority the
Government now has to offer asylum in our
country to such persons is not disturbed by
section 22 of this bill, The authority of the
Attorney General to walve the provision ex-
cluding such persons is not eliminated.
Furthermore, as I pointed out during debate
on this bill on the floor of the Senate, the
legislation recently passed by the Congress
permitting the admission of up to 100 aliens
per year for intelligence reasons is not re-
pealed or otherwise affected by H. R. 9490;
and the interesting thing is that although
that legislation permitted the entry of a
hundred persons per year, and was enacted
upon the plea that at least that many per-
sons would be needed to be allowed to enter
the country, yet down to the present time
only a handful of persons has been admitted
under that law.

So, Mr. President, we find a statement
made, and repeated, and repeated again, but
not documented nor explained.

The fourth numbered objection in the
veto message is that the bill would antago-
nize friendly governments.

I have tried to find in the rest of the
veto message any support for this statement.
I have not found it. I do not say it is not
there, but I have not found it. I did find
a statement which might have some hearing
on the point; a statement that under this
bill “the Attorney General would be required
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to exclude from the United States all Span-
ish businessmen, students, and other non-
official travelers who support the present
government of their country.”

Fortunately, Mr. President, the veto mes-

‘sage is not a part of the legislative history
of this bill, No matter how hard the Execu-
tive tries, legislation cannot be made by
‘means of veto messages. The charge that
this bill would reguire the Attorney General
to exclude from the United States all Span-
ish businessmen, students, and other non-
official travelers who support the present
government of their country is an absurdity.
I am confident that the Attorney General of
the United States will never construe the
bill in that way unless he s ordered so to
construe it by a higher authority.

I think perhaps that mention of Spain was
tossed into this veto message as a means
of taking a sly dig at those of us who recently
supported legislation to provide for a loan
to Spain. I think perhaps there is intended
to be some implication that one who voted
for the loan to Spain is particularly partial
to Spain or to the present form of govern=
ment in Spain. Of course, I am sure the
President knows that there were matters of
principle involved in the question of the
Spanish loan which had nothing to do with
Spain's form of government. However that
may be, I find no other substantiation in the
veto message of the charge that this bill
would antagonize friendly governments.

The fifth numbered point in the Presi-
dent’s veto message is that the bill would
put the Government of the United States
into the thought-control business. Again,
Mr. President, someone must have been mis-
advising the President of the United States,
There is not a line in this bill that puts the
Government of the United States in the
thought-control business.

I do not like, Mr. President, standing here
on the Senate floor to take issue with the
President of the United States. But on
this point, Mr. President, it is the President
of the United States who has taken issue
with me. The senior Senator from Nevada
stood on the floor of the Senate, when the
conference report on the bill was before the
Senate, and made the plain and unequivocal
statement that this bill contains no provi-
sions which could properly be designated as
“thought control.”” Now the President of
the United States, in his veto message, de-
clares the bill would put the Government of
the United States in the thought-control
business. All I can do, Mr. President, is to
say that I believed my original statement to
be true when I made it, and I believe it to
be true now, the President of the United
States statements to the contrary notwith-
standing.

The sixth numbered charge in the veto
message is that this bill would make it easier
for subversive allens to become naturalized
as United States citizens. Mr. President,
there is no comment I can make on that
statement which would not be unduly dis-
respectful of the high office of the President
of the United States.

Mr. President, let any Member of this Sen-
ate—let any member of the press galleries—
let any citizen of the United States who has
gotten as far as the eighth grade—read this
bill, and then ask him if he thinks the bill
would make it easier for subversive aliens
to become naturalized as United States
citizens.

The seventh point made by this bill, Mr.
President, is that it would give Government
officials vast powers to harass all of our cit-
izens in the exercise of their right of free
speech. Mr, President, that charge is true.
But it is true only because of the use of the
word harass, This bill does not contain any
actual authority to invade or impede the
right of free speech; but in the administra-
tion of this bill it obviously would be pos=-
sible for Covernment officials to harass our
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citizens, if they desired to do so. That 1s
true of the administration of a great many
laws. The senior Senator from Nevada, for
one, does not believe that the officials of
the Government of the United Btates desire
to use their powers under this or any other
bill to harass the citizens of the United
States; and the senlor Senator from Nevada
is glad to be able to say, Mr. President, that
this bill contains such safeguards, in con=-
nection with the right of review, that any
errors made by Government officials in that
regard would eventually be corrected by our

© courts.

Mr. President, time will not permit me to
discuss this veto message paragraph by para-
graph, because I do not wish to hold my col-
leagues that long. I have discussed each of
the numbered objections which are stated at
the outset of the veto message.

However, there are a few statements in
the veto message which deserve comment.

On page 5 of the mimeographed copy, the
veto message states that the ostensible pur-
pose of the provisions of sections 22 and 25
of the bill is to prevent persons who would
be dangerous to our national security from
entering the country, or becoming citizens.
Then the veto message states: “In fact, pres-
ent law already achieves that objective.”

Mr. President, there are thousands upon
thousands of subversive aliens in this coun-
try. The President himself has recognized
that fact. If presentlaw is achieving the ob-
jective of preventing persons who are dan=
gerous to our national security from entering
this country, how did these subversive aliens
get here?

With further reference to the provisions
of the bill which strengthen the immigration
and naturalization laws the President has
repeated In essence the charge, which is
wholly unfounded, that these provisions
would hamper our international relations. I
have previously pointed out to the SBenate,
in the language of the bill, designating para-
graph, sentence, and words, that this bill
would not exclude any alien in diplomtie
status unless his entry into the United States
would endanger the public security. In fact,
any schoolboy who could read this bill could
see that aliens in diplomatic status are ex-
pressly exempt from the excluding provisions
of the bill unless their entry would endanger
the public security.

It is curious to note, Mr. President, that
some of the provisions of the bill which are
criticized most vigorously by the President
are provisions of the present law which were
merely brought forward in the bill in order
that there might be set forth in one pattern
all of the applicable statutes.

And now, Mr. Phesident, I come to that
part of the veto ge with reference to
the provisions of the bill which strengthen
the immigration and naturalization laws.
The veto message reads, and I quote, “The
ostensible purpose of these provisions is to
prevent persons who would be dangerous to
our national security from entering the
country or becoming citizens. In fact, pres-
ent law already achieves that objective.”

Mr. President, the quoted statement from
the veto message is just not a fact. I know
what I am talking about. Over the course
of many months it has been my duty as
chairman of a special subcommittee of this
Senate to direct a thoroughgoing investiga=-
tion of our immigration and naturalization
systems. The undeniable facts are, as I have
repeatedly advised the Senate and as they
appear from the voluminous published testi-
mony taken by the subcommittee, that aliens
who are subversive to the national security
are, under our present immigration and nat-
uralization laws, being freely admitted into
the United States and are becoming natural-
ized as citizens of this country.

On page 9 of the mimeographed copy, the
veto message states that the bill would per-
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mit a determination that an organization
was a Communist-front organization to be
based solely upon *the extent to which the
positions taken or advanced by it from time
to time on matters of poliey do not deviate
from those” of a Communist movement., Mr.
President, that statement simply is not so.
The able Senator from Florida, Mr. HOLLAND,
on the floor of the Senate on Wednesday,
most ably demonstrated that it was not so.

Mr. President, I do not mean in any way
to cast any doubt upon the sincerity of the
President of the United States, nor upon his
good intentions in desiring to fight sub-
versive activity. I simply want to say, Mr.
President, that there are many of us in this
body who have acted, in connection with
this whole matter, entirely in good faith, and
solely out of a deep and impelling desire
to take action for the protection of the
welfare of this Natlon.

STATEMENT OF AFPPRECIATION BY
SENATOR KERR

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the junior
Senator from Oklahoma requests unani-
mous consent to submift, and have
printed at this point in the REcorp, a
brief statement of appreciation of our
distinguished majority leader and others
of his colleagues.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the statement will be printed at
this point in the REecorb.

The statement submitted by Mr. Kerr
is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KERR

Mr, President, the junior Senator from
Oklahoma desires to give expression to a
deep feeling of gratitude to a very large
number of his colleagues in the United States
Benate. So many of them have been most
kind on many occasions,

Among those who have been most coopera-
tive is my distinguished associate from
Oklahoma, the Hon. ELMER THOMAS.

I am indebted to my fellow members on
the committees, with whom I have been
honored to serve.

Mr, President, I want to pay high tribute
to the distinguished chairmen of these
committees, They have been most helpful
to me.

And then, Mr. President, I want to express
my respect and admiration for the majority
leader, the distinguished Scorr Lucas, of
Illinois. Mr. President, the Eighty-first Con-
gress has been one of the greatest in the
country’s history. It has moved with wis-
dom and high resolve to meet the needs of
peace and the requirements of war. The
Demeocratic majority has been most fortu-
nate to have as its leader a statesman of
the outstanding ability of Senator Lucas.
He has been both patient and tolerant. He
has been bold and courageous. And then,
Mr. President, he has been wise in counsel
and brilliant in performance.

Mr. President, I congratulate my party
and my country in having during these
stern times the leadership in the United
States Senate of our esteemed and honored
colleague, Scort Lucas, of Illinoils.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR LUCAS

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I ask
to have printed in the body of the RECORD
a statement dealing with the leadership
of the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr,
Lucasl.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

BTATEMENT BY MR, O'CONOR
Mr. President, I desire to pay tribute to

the unexcelled leadership of the senior Sen-
ator of Illinols, Ecorr W. Lucas,
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His patriotic devotion to duty, his intelll-
gent handling of legislative matters, and his
eminent fairness in his dealings with his
colleagues all stamp him as a majority lead-
er of real worth and ability.

Every Senator entertains highest respect
for Senator Lucas, Those of us who occupy
seats on the Democratic side of the alsle
have especial reason to admire his leadership.
His adherence to democratic ideals and prin=-
ciples is generally recognized. Our party
is most fortunate to have him as our stand=-
ard-bearer and realize that he is one of the
ablest and outstanding majority leaders in
the history of the Senate.

PERSONAL STATEMENT BY SENATOR
JENNER

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I hesi-
tate to take the time of the Senate; but
at this time I desire to make a 5-minute
statement which I feel must be made
before the Senate adjourns.

Mr. President, I have just had the
honor and distinction of being attacked
by America’s No. 1 key-hole-peeping,
muck-raking, character-assassinating,
propaganda-peddling prostitute of the
Nation’s press and radio—“P. U. Fear-
some.”

MTr. President, since such attacks from
this source have generally been reserved
for Presidents of the United States, I
feel this attack on me to be a real
achievement, since I have served only
814 years in this august body. Think of
it, Mr, President; two American Presi-
dents were unable to find any other
;words to describe this propaganda-ped-
dling prostitute than by calling him an
“s' 0. b.l)

However, as in so many other in-
stances, these two Presidents failed to
tell the whole truth, for they thought-
lessly cast reflection on his family.

Throughout my years of public life,
Mr. President, thousands of fathers and
mothers have appealed to me for help
for their children, and I have made it
a practice never to blame these folks
for the waywardness of their sons and
daughters. This is why I want to
straighten out the record on the
“s. 0. b.” matter,

Mr, Drew Pearson is not an s. 0. b.
He is only his own filthy brain-child,
conceived in ruthlessness and dedicated
to the proposition that Judas Iscariot
was a piker. “Thirty pieces of silver for
character assassination 2,000 years
ago?” There is money in this business
in 1950 A. D.—for, as I intend now to
prove, this Drew Pearson is a self-ap-
pointed, self-made, cross T'd, dotted I'd,
double-documented super-superlative,
revolving s.0. b.

Mr. President, I have the floor to ferret
out this rat, although not because of his
personal attacks on me. Any man who
has served in public life—and I have
since I was 24 years of age—is constantly
exposed in the arena of public action and
public debate to the spotlight of public
criticism and condemnation; and he
must be eager, willing, and determined
to make sure his record is an open book,
and to defend that record against all
comers.

Mr. President, prostitutes of the truth
are the greatest enemies we confront,
Like Goebbels and Vishinsky, they 'are
the greatest enemies of the American
people, for it is the truth and truth
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alone that can keep us free. When free-
dom of the press and freedom of speech
are exercised without regard whatever
to historical facts, they degenerate into
license, libel, smear, slander, and charac-
ter assassination.

This sets the stage for loss of confi-
dence in our ability to solve our own
problems and to run our own Govern-
ment as a free people. It sets the stage
for panic, hysteria, frustration, and
collapse,

This is what Samuel Johnson meant
when, long years ago, he wrote:

I know not whether more is to be dreaded
from streets filled with soldiers accustomed
to plunder, or from garrets filled with serib-
blers aceustomed to lie.

That is why I cannot comprehend why
such propaganda-peddling prostitutes as
Drew Pearson, who make their living by
feeding on the festering wounds of the
characters they have stabbed in the back,
continue to be supported by so many
advertisers and publishers and indus-
trialists of this country.

Have these men become so careless and
so indifferent, or so greedy for these
pieces of silver that they do not care
about what is really happening to
America?

I call attention to an article prepared
by Drew Pearson for publication and use
in his syndicated column, Washington
Merry-go-Round, next Sunday, Sep-
tember 24, 1950. The article prepared
for publication is as follows:

A lot of people, both in and out of Con-
gress, have been wondering who and what
were behind the vitriolic diatribe delivered
by Senator Wiriam JENNER, ©of Indiana,
against Gen. George Marshall. The Jenner
tirade labeling Marshall “a living lie” and
*g front man for traitors” was so venomous
that it made JEnNNER's fellow Republicans
apologize. JENNER, a newcomer to Congress
whose chief reputation among colleagues
is for using the foulest language in the
Senate. To understand what makes the
“gentleman from Indiana" tick, you have to
know something about the two men behind
him. No. 1 is the man who put him In the
Benate, the former treasurer of the Eu Klux
Klan in Indiana, Bob Lyons. No. 2 is Alblon
Beverage, a fanatical pro-German pacifist,
who displayed the German and Japanese
flags on the altar of his church on Armistice
Day 1942—after Pearl Harbor. Beverage is
now the ghost writer for Benator JENNER
and was behind the fanatical tirade against
General Marshall. Bob Lyons, who helped
groom JExnweEr for the BSenate, ran the
finances of the Eu Klux Klan when the Klan
was in its heyday in Indiana in the 1920’s.

* As a result of subsequent anti-Elan senti-

ment Lyons has never been able to achieve
his political ambition of becoming Governor
of Indiana, was even forced to resign as a
member of the Republican National Com-
mittee In 1944,
CHAIN STORE LOBBYIST

But though unable to win office for him-
gelf he pulls powerful backstage wires to
elect others. This is a big help to his lobbying
business in Washington which has yielded
him 375,000 as the lobbyist for such chain
stores as the A, & P. and J. C. Penney.
Once Lyons elects a man to Congress, of
course, he counts on his votes on chain-store
matters.

JENNER'S other mentor, Albion Beverage, is
a little known but important ghost writer
on Capltol Hill. He has written speeches for
Lone Wolf Senator LANGEr, of North Da-
kota, for isolationist GOP Senator MALONE,
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of Nevada, Senator WHERRY, of Nebraska, the
GOP whip. r

Now he is on JENNER's payroll, Beverage
is a former amateur wrestler, was a Congre=
gational preacher at Niagara Falls at the
beginning of World War II, and in 1948
turned up in Maine to run for the Senate as
a Republican. He seemed to have ample
money to spend, purchased radio time, dis-
played life-size placards of himself through-
out the State, and made violent accusations
against MARGARET CHASE SMITH. She defeat-
ed him.

Typical statements made by Beverage are:
“The United Nations is an international
booby trap * * * rearmament is a one-
way road to bankruptey and dictator-
ship * * * politiclans in Washington are
mortgaging your future in the wildest gam-
bling in history.”

In the Senate Republican cloakroom Bev-
erage is called the “ghost Senator.”

That is the end of the article prepared
and sent out by wire for this syndicated
column of Drew Pearson’s, to appear
Sunday, September 24, 1950. I have
learned that a partial correction has
been made, but only a partial correction.

This article is significant, not because
Mr. Pearson has been caught with his
facts so far down that he cannot pull
them all up again, not because the
charges made against me are so com-
pletely divorced from reality, but be-
cause Mr. Drew Pearson had to drag in
the name of a dead man to try to give
some credibility to his congenital false-
hoods.

Mr, President, many men in publie life
have been the victims of smear attacks;
they have been accused, in campaign
speeches, of having committed various
acts, but never have I seen any person
stoop to such depths of journalistic deg-
radation and character assassination as
the reference in this column to a man
who has been dead for more than 18
months.

My people know I was just a boy when
the Republican Party, itself, finished off
the Ku Klux Klan in Indiana.

The forthcoming further attack on me
by this journalistic prostitute is not new.
The ink had hardly dried on my com-
mission as junior Senator from Indiana
when Pearson sent one of his employees
to Indiana to dig up any personal or po-
litical scandal about me he could find.
I maake no claim to perfection, but this
employee admitted to my administrative
assistant, upon his return to Washing-
ton, that he came back with a dry pen,

He has attacked me on other oceasions,
which attacks I have ignored. But I
could not ignore this attack, since the
above shocking facts are also conclu-
sive proof that Drew Pearson’s un-
American smears against members of
my staff are equally false.

Of course, Drew Pearson could not un-
derstand that one still cannot set a price
on the basic patriotism and personal
loyalty of real Americans, and that there
are still millions of Americans who can-
not be bought or bluffed.

PROTECTION AGAINST CERTAIN UN-

AMERICAN AND SUBVERSIVE ACTIVI-

TIES—VETO MESSAGE

The Senate resumed the reconsidera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 9490) to rrotect
the United States against certain un-
American and subversive activities by
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requiring registration of Communist
organizations, and ‘for other purposes,
the objections of the President of the
United States to the contrary notwith-
standing.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is, Shall the bill pass, the objections
of the President of the United States to
the contrary notwithstanding?

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. KEFAUVER, and
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, first
I should like to propose a unanimous-
consent request.

At approximately 5 o'clock last night
the veto message of the President of the
United States was read to the Senate,
and immediately thereafter the motion
to override was taken up. It is now 6
a. m. and in an hour or two the message
will be printed in the morning newspa-
pers all over the country. It will be
read by millions of our citizens. Wheth-
er or not we agree with the message, we
should recognize that it is a very force-
ful message and a very logical message
on a matter of great importance to the
counftry.

It would seem to me desirable, instead
of proceeding immediately to vote, that
we fix upon an hour this afternoon and
agree to vote at that hour.

Let me make it clear that there is no
desire on the part of anyone to prevent
a vote. There is no desire on the part
of anyone to speak at such length as to
prevent the Senate or the American peo-
ple from passing upon this issue; we
want it voted on today. I think there is
a feeling on the part of some Senators
that we may be able to arrive at a wiser
decision this afternoon, when the people
of the United States have had a chance
to think over the contents of the Presi-
dent’s message, make up their minds
about what they think, and convey their
impressions to Members of the Senafte.
We could better reconvene this after-
noon therefore and cast our final vote
at that time.

I am therefore su.gesting that in or-
der that we may fully consider the mes-
sage of the President, we should recess
until approximately 2 o’clock this after-
noon, that at 2:30 we proceed to take the
matter under consideration, that the
time between 2:30 and 4 o’clock be even-
1y divided, and that we proceed to a final
vote ot 4 o’clock this afternoon. This is
not done for the purpose of delaying the
bill, but to enable a wiser arnd more con-
sidered decision to be made.

I think it should be said that the pro-
posal is not made in the belief that any
eloquence or attempted eloguence on the
part of any Senator would change the
decision of any other Senator, but in the
belief that sober reflection on the mes-
sage of the President should be given a
chance to operate. Therefore I pro-
pose a unanimous-consent request that
the Senate recess until 2 o’clock, and
that between 2:30 and 4 o’clock the time
b equally divided, and that at 4 o’clock
we proceed to vote on the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
guo;s not provide who shall control the
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Mr. DOUGLAS. I suggest that the
time be controlled by the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarraN] and the Sena-
tor from. New York [Mr, LEHMAN].

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I
shall object to such an agreement.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is not the purpose
of the junior Senator from Illinois to
delay the proceedings on a matter of such
gravity, but I think it is important to
make a not-too-prolonged statement.
First, let me briefly attempt to summa-
rize the reasons why I feel compelled to
take a somewhat different position from
the one I took on the final passage of
S. 4037, the McCarran-Mundt-Ferguson-
Wood bill.

ANALYSIS OF VOTE ON 8. 4037

My vote on this question of sustaining
the President’s veto frankly represents
a change from the position which I took
on the passage of S. 4037. At that time
I sought to balance the desirable against
the dangerous features of the bill as
amended in the hurried, last-minute ac-
tions of the Senate. The gains for na-
tional security then seemed so sub-
stantial as to outweigh the ineffective
and harmful provisions of the measure.
The adoption of the emergency deten-
tion title gave real protection against
espionage and sabotage which are the
real dangers. The sections taken from
the Magnuson bill strengthened other
security safeguards.

It was also my hope that the confer-
ence committee might eliminate some of
the more dubious sections of the bill.
With the feeling, therefore, that the posi-
tive protections for security as finally
adopted overbalanced the set-backs for
freedom in other clauses of the bill, I
joined with those who voted their ap-
proval and sent the bill to conference,
It was the most difficult decision of my
life for I was acutely aware of the seri-
ous defects in the bill which I had pre-
viously pointed out in the Senate in some
detail.

Since that time I have had more op-

portunity to reflect upon this decision— -

and I assure you I have done so for many
hours—and to review with more care the
final results of the conference com-
mittee.

I was disappointed to observe that no
changes were made in conference to
meet any of the real objections to the
registration procedures and to section
4 (a) of the bhill. The complex and
clumsy procedures aimed at securing an
ineffective and easily evaded registra-
tion were left unchanged. In my judg-
ment the act will be almost completely
ineffective in labeling Communists be-
cause of the long delays in hearings, ap-
peals, and criminal prosecutions. The
potentially mischievous definitions and
tests and listings and the provisions that
may impair our counterespionage ma-
chinery were substantially unaltered by
the conference committee.

I was alarmed to find, in addition, a
new requirement that the Secretary of
Defense prepare and publish in the Fed-
eral Register a list of Defense facilities,
It would be hard to imagine a handier
guidebook for a corps of enemy sabo-
teurs, as the President so cogently
pointed out.
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I was further disappointed in several
of the changes made in the emergency
detention title of the bill, both in the
Senate and in conference. It was weak-
ened in its security protections by being
confined to outright war, invasion or
insurrection. The power to take deci-
sive action against saboteurs in the pe-
riod prior to formal war, which we had
provided for in the Kilgore bill, was
eliminated. The procedures were made
more complicated, costly, and delayed by
injecting a duplicating, preliminary
hearing instead of the quick-check
administrative procedurs set up in the
Kilgore bill. The detention authority of
the Attorney General was diffused by
giving only to hearing examiners, inde-
pendent of the Department of Justice,
the right to issue detaining orders.
Appeals by the Attorney General from
orders of release were eliminated, as if
this were a criminal procedure, al-
though other sections almost expressly
state that it is not.

While these security aspects of the de-
tention title were thus weakened, pro-
visions aimed at checking and prevent-
ing abuses of individual rights were also
eliminated. The requirements that the
Attorney General appoint an inspector
of detention, that Senate and House
commitiees appoint watch-dog subcom-
mittees and that the entire (etention
title expire after 3 years unless renewed
by Congress were all omitted.

Not only were the originally ecited
shortcomings left in the bill in confer-
ence, therefore, but the further changes
I have mentioned weakened its security
protections and reduced its safeguards
for individual rights. The resultant
gains to security are at best small, the
loss to freedom may be great.

I shall frankly state, however, that it
is sober reflection—and a great deal of
sober reflection—on the potential dan-
gers in section 4 (a) and in the cumber-
some registration provisions of the bill
that has brought me to the conclusion
that we shall guard our freedoms bet-
ter by defeating this bill in its present
form—that we should vote to sustain
the President’s veto—and that we should
strive when we return in November to
pass a security measure that does not
combine so much that is dangerous with
so much that is good.

The compelling arguments of the
President in his veto message have now
fortified me in this conviction.

We must not abandon the attempt to
secure reasonable legislation to protect
our security merely beeause of the late-
ness of this session. The choice does
not have to be between either this bill
or no bill. The choice can be and should
be between this bill and a much better
bill. This T am sure the House and the
Senate can hammer out in a few days
or weeks. It may be no disadvantage,
moreover, to a reasonable approach if
the renewed consideration in Congress
should come somewhat after the first
week in November.

SHORTCOMINGS OF REGISTRATION PROCEDURES

Mr. President, I have no desire to pro-
long the discussion unduly, but I believe
it is desirable that we think over again
what the bill does. I wish to give the
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sponsors of the hill full credit for ex-
cellent intentions and for a sincere de-
sire to curb communistic activities. We
join them very sincerely in that desire.
This is not a personal matter between
the sponsors and the opponents of the
legislation; it is a question of means and
a question of what are the best means
for the welfare of our Republic,

In the somewhat lengthy analysis
which I made of the bill on the 8th of
September, I pointed out that its regis-
tration provisions were in the first place
so protracted in nature that it would
take years to get Communists to regis-
ter, if they could be forced to register at
all. I should like to point out that the
obligations of an organization to register
its members do not begin until 30 days
after that Communist-action organiza-
tion—that is now the phrase that is
used—has been finally so designated.
The obligation to register members—
will not really become operative until 30
days after such a Board designation and
order becomes final,

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. Presidenf, a
point of order. The Senate is not in

order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ELLENDER in the chair). The Senate will
be in order.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I wish
to emphasize that point. It is in sec-
tion 7 (¢) 3 that the Communist-action
organizations previously called the Com-
munist-controlled organizations, and
before that called Communist political
organizations, are only required to regis-
ter their members—and I now quote
from section 7 (¢) 3 on page 8 of the
conference report as printed by the
House, “within 30 days after such order
becomes final.” Iemphasize those words
again, “after such order becomes final,”

ENFORCEMENT OF REGISTEATION

When does an order become final? If
we trace this procedure through, we will
find that if an organization declares
that it is not a Communist-action organ=
jzation, but fights the issue all the way
through, the order does not become final
until there has been not only an admin-
istrative finding, but also judicial ap-
proval of that finding as well,

In other words, the Attorney General
must prefer charges against an organiza-
tion that it is a Communist-action or-
ganization. Those charges will then be
assigned to the Subversive Activities
Control Board, which will hold hearings,
probably through trial examiners as is
done in the case of the Federal Trade
Commission, the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, and other quasi-judicial
bodies.

The testimony will be taken, the evi-
dence will be considered, a preliminary
opinion will be prepared, exceptions may
be filed, and then in the ordinary ad-
ministrative procedure before the quasi=-
judicial bodies the evidence and the pre-
liminary opinion will be submitted to the
Subversive Control Activities Board itself
for approval and order.

LENGTH OF TIME FOR BOARD AND COURT
DECISIONS

On the 8th of September I indicated

that in the case of the National Labor
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Relations Board this process took a long
period of time. I showed figures on the
length of time in the successive stages.

For example, in 1949 the time from
the filing of the charge before the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board to the final
decision of the Board was on an average
464 days, or about 15 months. If we
assume that at least this length of time
would be taken, we would have a 15
months’ lapse of time before the Board
itself would make a finding.

But the sponsors of the legislation
provided—and I wish to say I think it
is a tribute to their sense of fairness that
they did so—judicial review, judicial re-
view that first goes to the Court of Ap-
peals of the District of Columbia. Fur-
ther appeal can then be taken from the
court of appeals to the United States
Supreme Court.

Mr. President, I think we can be quite
certain that the Communist Party and
all other Communist-action groups
would fight the case. They fought the
criminal cases of their 11 leaders who
were tried in the district court of New
York through to the court of appeals
and are taking an appeal to the Supreme
Court of the United States.

How much time would be taken in the
proceedings in the court of appeals? I
produced records of the time taken by
the most recent National Labor Rela-
tions Board case in each of the 11 circuit
courts. That time varied from 6% to
40 months, but the average was 17%
months. If we add the 175 months for
the court decision to the 15 months for
the Board decision, we get a total of
3215 months or nearly 3 years.

But appeals can then be taken from
the court of appeals to the United States
Supreme Court, and that also is a time-
consuming process. I have taken the
four most recent labor decisions handed
down by the Supreme Court—the Poole
Manufacturing case, the Mexia case, the
Inland Steel case, and the Colgate-Palm-
olive-Peet case. These are the four most
recent National Labor Relations Board
cases—and I find that the average time
taken from the decisions of the Board
to the decisions of the Supreme Court
amounted to 322 months.

I think it is not improbable to believe
that close to that length of time would
be taken up in appeals through the court
of appeals to the United States Supreme
Court, and that we might have therefore
3215 months devoted to the judicial proc-
ess, added to the 15 months of the ad-
ministrative process, and that would
amount to approximately 472 months,
or 4 years.

It is possible that it would not take
4 years, but it is possible that it would;
and I think it is fairly safe to say that
the administrative hearings, preliminary
findings, examination of evidence by the
Board, final decision by the Board, ap-
peal to the court of appeals, appeal to
the Supreme Court would take at least
2 years. So that it is a fair estimate
that somewhere between 2 and 4 years
would be required before there would be
g final order compelling an organization
finally adjudged to be “Communist ac-
tion” to register its members.
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REGISTRATION MAY BE BALKED BY DISSOLUTION
AND REORGANIZATION

Notice, however, that there is no ob-
ligation for the organization to register
its members until 30 days after the final
order has been handed down. During
that time, as several speakeis on the floor
pointed out, and as the President has
indicated in his message, it would be pos-
sible for the organization to dissolve, to
change its name, and then to pass out
of existence, and it would therefore be
possible in the end for there to be no
members of the organization to be reg-
istered. In other words, the organiza-
tion might vanish into air, into thin air
by the sleight-of-hand tricks which the
Communists so frequently use.

It has been a frequent trick of the
Communists to dissolve one organization,
dissolve the membership, then have a
new organization with a different name
started and for the same people to come
in again. We may remember that the
Communist Party was ostensibly dis-
solved during the war and the Commu-
nist Political Association was created, a
different organization. That organiza-
tion lasted, I believe, until the fall of 1945
when it in turn was dissolved and the
Communist Party was reestablished. I
am afraid we would have a game of legal
hide-and-seek in which the Communist
organizations would be as elusive as
quicksilver, and it would be very hard
to pin them down.

EFFECTS OF ULTIMATE REGISTRATION

But even if they were pinned down,
even if they did stay in existence and
were told that they had an obligation to
register their members, what then?
Does anyone believe that they would vol-
untarily come forward and list their real
members? One who would believe that,
I think would be very trusting. He
would have far greater trust in the good
faith of the Communist Party than I
have. I think it would then be found
that they would do either one of two
things, or possibly both: either they
would submit a false list of members—
and I shall later discuss some of the con-
sequences of that—or they would list no
members at all.

Let us take the second possibility, that
they listed no members at all. It would
then be an obligation upon the part of
the Attorney General to prove that given
individuals were actually members of the
Communist Party.

I am very glad that the FBI and the
Attorney General have a list of Commu-
nist Party members. Mr. Hoover has
testified—I believe I am guoting him ac-
curately—that they know the names of
about 55,000 members of the Communist
Party.

Suppose they prefer charges against
these 55,000 persons—and I think they
would have to do so to enforce this law.
They would then have to prove that these
given people are actually members of the
Communist Party. I think-it would be
found that virtually all the accused per-
sons would deny their guilt. These 55,000
cases would then have to be heard before
the Subversive Activities Control Board.

I want the Members of the Senate—
there are not many on the floor—to listen
to this point; I do not know whether they



15676

will be able to read the Recorp before
we vote this afternoon; but I ask them
to ponder about the problem of having
55,000 cases submitted to a quasi-judi-
cial board.

CLOGGING OF EOARD AND COURT CALENDARS

I want to emphasize again that the
sponsors of this legislation provided for
administrative protection and for judi-
cial review. I want to pay tribute to
them for providing it. .But to submit
55,000 charges to an administrative
board would swamp that board with
the sheer physical burden of work.

I do not know how many cases it was
that the National Labor Relations Board
handled at the peak of its activity, which
I suppose was in 1937 or 1938 or 1939.
But I am certain that they did not
amount to more than few thousand a
year, and certainly not to any such as-
tronomical figure as 55,000. The ad-
ministrative process of the Board would
in all probability be completely swamped.
Trial examiners would have to be pro-
vided to hear these cases, evidence would
have to be taken, preliminary opinions
would have to be written, the cases
would go on review fo the Board itself—
and, mind you, the cases would have
to funnel through the Board—the Board
itself passing on them.

If it now takes 15 months on the aver-
age to handle the labor cases, not more
than a few hundred in number, which
come up each year, think how long it
would take to handle 55,000 cases com-
ing up before the Board. Certainly it
would take at least another 15 months
to handle 55,000 cases. In all probabil-
ity it would take much more than 15
months. I am being most cautious and
trying to be most conservative in what I
say. But this merely finishes the admin-
istrative process.

On top of that would come judicial
review of the decisions about individ-
uals. Each of these individual cases, if
they were fought by the individual,
would have to go to the court of appeals,
and I would like to call attention to the
fact that this would not be any court of

- appeals—it would be the Court of Ap-
peals of the District of Columbia—one
court of appeals. Can Senators picture
what would happen with these thou-
sands of cases coming to one such court?

If it takes 17 months for all the cir-
cuit courts in the country on the average
to handle labor cases now, how much
time would it take the Court of Appeals
of the Distriet of Columbia to handle the
appeals from the 55,000 cases which
would come up from the Subversive Ac-
tivities Control Board? Well, at the very
least, it would take 17'2 months. Then
there would be appeals to the Supreme
Court, perhaps not in every one of these
cases, because a large number of the peo=
ple would not have the money to carry
them there, but certainly in many of the
cases and probably in the most important
cases. So that in my judgment—and I
am trying to be very cautious in my
estimate—it would take at least 3 years
more to get an order declaring that a
given person was a Communist, and
should have registered, and in all seri-
ousness it might very likely be far more
than an additional 3 years. All this
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moreover is piled on top of the original
delay, which I have estimated as from
2 to 4 years, plus added time because of
the elusiveness of the organizations, and
the fact that they might go out of exist-
ence and new organizations might come
into existence.

Moreover only after all this could
criminal prosecution of individuals be-
gin. This would take additional years.

So, Mr. President, I should like to sub-
mit that with the best intentions in the
world—and I certainly do not want to
question the good intentions of the spon-
sors of this legislation—what has been
done has been to create a very clumsy,
time-consuming process, in order to reg-
ister these Communists.

DETENTION, NOT REGISTRATION, IS REAL
PROTECTION TO NATIONAL SECURITY

In my judgment the military emer-
gencey is likely to be on us long before this
process of registration is completed. Mr.
President, that is why I thought we
should deal with the real danger to our
security, which as I have said is sabo-
tage and espionage, and that we should
give to the Attorney General the power
“to put on ice,” so to speak, men whom
he regarded as dangerous to national se-
curity, after Congress and the President
had declared a state of internal security
emergency to exist.

I personally said on the floor of the
Senate that I would be willing to vote,
if these provisions had been carried over
into the bill, to declare that an internal
security emergency now exists, in order
to head off sabotage and espionage. The
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]
also introduced a new bill making this
authority even clearer.

But it is no longer possible to do that
because those provisions of the Kilgore
bill were taken out of it before that meas-
ure was inserted into the Mundt-Fer-
guson-McCarran bill, Those security
safeguards are no longer there. So that
we do not have the protection against
sabotage and espionage in this difficult
period immediately ahead of us which
the sponsors of the Kilgore measure de-
signed.

I want to make that clear, because we
are not opposing any measure designed
to give real security to the United States.
We believe that we had a well-drafted
means of giving effective security, and I
want to point out that what we have now
is virtually no security at all. We have
a long, cumbersome process which will
take years, and during that time the
dangerous Communists can be at large
and can do great damage.

We may find, and I think probably
will find, that some of the most danger-
ous of the Communists are not members
of the Communist Party at all, and that
the Communist Party has very carefully
kept them out of the formal party as
such, but that these are organized as
possible sabotage and espionage squads.

Mr. President, what I have said there-
fore is simply to bear out my statement
that the provisions of this bill are ex-
tremely clumsy and ineffective and do
not give any real security. That is one
of the main reasons why we prefer the
Kilgore substitute, and why we are dis-
satisfied with the maimed and muti-
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lated version of the Kilgore subsitute
ghich is now incorporated in the present

i1l
MUNDT-FERGUSON~-M'CARRAN BILL HARMFUL AS

WELL AS INEFFECTIVE

But, Mr. President, in addition to the
fact that the measure before us will do
little good, it can do a great deal of pos-
itive harm, and I want to indicate the
three ways in which it can do positive
harm. -

In the first place, suppose the Com-
munists submit fake lists of members.
This is a very real possibility. They are
perfectly capable of it. Suppose they
submit the names of persons who are
not members of the Communist Party,
but that they say these people are mem-
bers of the Communist Party. Think
what a weapon would be turned over to
the least reliable element in our popu-
lation. What you do by this bill is to
turn over to the Communist Party the
power of discrediting and smearing vir-
tually everyone in the United States
whom they may dislike. They may take
people against whom the secretaries of
the Communist organizations have per-
sonal grudges. They may take people
against whom they have political
grudges. They may pay off both per-
sonal and political scores by listing
these persons as members of the Com-
munist Party.

DANGERS OF FALSE LISTING

The Communists are diabolical in.
their methods. I would not put it past
them to list as members of Communist-
action organizations a number of anti-
Communists—for them to submit a list
of actual anti-Communists, but to say,
“These men are members of the Com-
munist Party.”

Suppose they picked out the names of
some prominent Americans who were
very effective in fighting communism and
in turning back communism and in win-
ning people away from communism,
Suppose the Communists said, “These
people are Communists.,” There would
be a period of time in which the persons
so charged would have an opportunity
to clear themselves before the Attorney
General. Again I wish to congratulate
the sponsors of this measure for provid-
ing this safeguard. There would be a
period of time.

Again I wish to say that we now have
a splendid Attorney General. If any hu-
man being could be trusted to protect
individuals, I think our former colleague,
Howard McGrath, could be. However,
this is tremendous power to put into the
hands of any man. Even Howard Mc-
Grath and his very efficient organiza-
tion might make mistakes,

There might, somewhere along the
line, be Deputy Attorneys General who
would like to pay off old political scores.
Republicans who are really sincere anti-
Communists might be listed by the Com-
munists as Communists or members of
Communist organizations; and there
might be, here or there, a Deputy Attor-
ney General or an Assistant Attorney
General who might not be sufficiently
zealous in the prosecution of his duties
to protect the good names of certain in-
dividuals. The result would be that their
names might be included—although
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falsely and without basis—on the lists of
persons charged with being members of
Communst-action organizations, Or if
the individuals falsely listed for any rea-
son failed to receive the notification pro-
vided in the bill and therefore could not
mal-e timely protest, their names would
also be open to the public. Once the At-
torney General failed to remove the
names of such persons from the register
going to the Subversive Activities Control
Board, and once that register or list was
published, those persons’ reputations
would be ruined,.

Mr, President, the matter of question-
ing a man’s motives publicly is very much
like questioning a woman’s honor; it is
tarnished merely by being questioned.
And the person whose motives are thus
questioned is not able to get his reputa=
tion back again, untarnished, even
though he refutes the charge. That is
why I think all of us should be extremely
chary, both on the floor of the Senate
and off the floor of the Senate, about
questioning the motives or soiling the
reputation of any person.

When I came to the Senate I made a
pledge to myself that I would never ques=
tion the motives of any colleague, that I
would never make a personal attack,
however violently any Member or person
might differ from me, I have tried to
live up to that pledge, and I shall con-
tinue to try to live up to it, because we
deal with very delicate things—human
reputations—which in the long run mean
more than life itself.

But, Mr. President, suppose we were
not to have a good Attorney General.
Suppose we were to have an Attorney
General similar to some of the Attorneys
General who have held that oifice in
the past? In order to remain true to
my principle of not singling out indi-
viduals for reprobation, I ask the few
Senators now present to think of some of
the Attorneys General who, in the past,
have held that office. I can think of an
Attorney General of the United States
who, by proven testimony in the courts
of the country, was determined some
decades ago to have allowed at least, let
us say, the office of Attorney General to
become a shameful and a wicked thing,

I would hate vo think that the liberties
and reputations of the people of the
United States would be entrusted by law
to the hands of such a person. Think
of the opportunity that such a man and
his assistants would have to blacken the
names of political opponents. Think of
the power a Democratic Attorney Gen-
eral of low character—and I wish to
emphasize that our present Attorney
General is of high character—might
have, in terms of what he might do to
his Republican opponents. It might be
that the Communists and a Democratic
Attorney General would gang up, so to
speak, en our friends in the Republican
Party, They would be perfectly inno-
cent, but they would be irretrievably
damaged, just the same.

Or suppose we had a bad Republican
Attorney General. He and the Commu=
nists could combine and injure members
of the Democratic Party, beyond the pos-
sibility of adequate repair,
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MENACE TO THE LIBERAL CENTER

Here I should like to point out that
what the Communists want is to destroy
the liberal alternative to conservatism.
The Communists want to polarize, so to
speak, our political and social system.
They want to give our people a choice
only between extreme reactionism and
extreme radicalism. They want to de-
stroy the vital center, because they know
that the liberal center is an alternative
to either reactionism or to extreme radi-
calism. The group in the center is the
group which, fundamentally, the Com-
munists dislike most, because they know
that this group is the rival and, I believe,
if allowed a chance, the successful rival
for the loyalties of men.

Suppose, therefore, that the Commu-
nists wanted to eliminate a number of
the sincere liberals who are active in
public affairs, and suppose the Commu-
nists saw in this measure a handy in-
strument by which to do away with the
liberals whom they dislike. Suppose at
that time there were a conservative At-
torney General, an Attorney General
who was not of as high a character as
Mr. McGrath. The action of such an
official, stimulated by the evil charges
of the Communists, might do irrepara-
ble harm to a vital and loyal segment
of the American people.

Mr. President, I do not wish to inter=
fere with the pleasures of the gentleman
who are behind the dias, but I should
like to make a point of order that there
is not order in the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen=
ate will be in order.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me say to my
friends who are behind the dias that I
know the hour is late and I know they
are tired, and of course they wish to talk,
and I do not wish to interfere with
them, However, it is hard to proceed
with this background of conversation.

I wish to express my apologies to my
good friends, and I hope they will for-
give me.

Mr. President, I think I -have said
enough to indicate that it is quite pos-
sible that we may have false listings of
names on a very appreciable scale; that
the reputations of large numbers of in-
nocent persons may be destroyed, de-
stroyed virtually beyond the possibility
of redemption, by such actions; and that
by means of this measure we would give
to the worst elements in our society the
power to blacken the reputations of good,
fine, loyal men and women, That is a
very real danger which is inherent in the
proposed registration process.

DANGERS IN SECTION 4 (A)

Mr. President, the second source of
positive harm to freedom has been rather
thoroughly discussed, but I think it is
worth while for us to go over it again,
It arises in connection with section 4 (a),
which provides that—

It shall be unlawful for any person know=
ingly to combine, conspire, or agree with any
other person to perform any act which would
substantially contribute to the establish-
ment within the United States of a totalie
tarian dictatorship.

I ask my colleagues to notice that, ds
has been pointed out—and I do not wish

to labor this point unduly—the words
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“substantially contribute’” are very vague
words. What do they mean?

Let us review, if we will, what some
perfectly honest persons believe to be a
“substantial contribution” toward total-
itarian dictatorship. During the past
year I have heard certain political lead-
ers make speeches in the course of which
they said the Brannan farm plan was a
step toward communism and a totalitar-
ian dictatorship.

Now, Mr. President, I want to make it
clear that I am opposed to the Brannan
plan. I never sponsored it, and I do not
believe that it is in the remotest degree
a step toward totalitarian dictatorship.
But some people honestly believe that it
is, and I am notf going to charge them
with being insincere; I am going to give
them credit for being completely sincere,
because I believe that to be of the fact.

Suppose such men as that—and they
were eminent men who made this
charge—were to be in charge of the ad-
ministrative procedures in this act, or
were to be judges, or jurors: it might
well be that persons would be labeled as
substantially contributing to a totali-
tarian dictatorship by advocating a spe-
cific measure which some people believe
will lead to or is equivalent to commu-
nism.

That may seem a forced point. I as-
sure you, Mr. President, it is not a forced
point, These are very troubled times,
and they are likely to become even more
troubled; and, as they become more
troubled, passions will run high.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the
proceedings behind the marble curtain
are interfering, I think, with the discus-
sion on the floor of the Senate. I ask
that they be silenced.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order, including persons
behind the marble curtain,

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wish to eall to the
attention of Senators that this is a mar-
ble curtain, not an iron curtain. I hope
my colleagues will not regard me as un-
gracious for mentioning this fact.

Now, let us take another measure with
which I happen to disagree, the so-called
Ewing health plan. I think it goes alto-
gether too far. I do not believe in it,
though I believe that we need far better
protection against possible eatastrophie
illnesses. But some people have labeled
the Ewing plan as communism—some
very large and reputable organizations.

We may know that it is not commu-
nism. We know that the proponents of
this measure are not Communists, We
know that Mr. Ewing is not a Commu-
nist. We know that_our beloved col-
league, the senior Senator from Mon-
tana, who has been one of the sponsors
of this legislation, is not & Communist.

But they have been charged with being
such, and the measures which they
sponsor have been charged with being
sueh, and I think we can look forward to
the very real possibility that if this law
goes into effect, the advocacy of that
health plan will be charged by certain
persons as communistie, or substantially
contributing to totalitarianism. The ex-
traordinary thing is that some of the
people who have made this charge have
not been ordinarily irresponsible per-
sons; they were people whom one would
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normally think of as balanced and sane;
vet they have made these terrible
charges. Ina time of great hysteria it is
quite likely that they might be made
again.

This language goes altogether too far,
namely, to punish with 10 years’ impris-
onment any act which would substan-
tially contribute to the establishment
within the United States of a totalitarian
dictatorship. It does not say “directly
and predominantly contribute.” That
would be more understandable language.
If that language were used, I do not
think I should greatly object to it. But
no one knows what “substantial” is. It
may be indirect, it may be appreciable,
but not large; it may be far removed
from the effect, and yet it might still be
punishable and still be made illegal
under this bill. This, then, is the sec-
ond danger to freedom which I see in
the measure before us.

DANGERS IN DEFINITIONS OF COMMUNIST-FRONT
ORGANIZATIONS

Now, the third danger which I see is
the improper listing of organizations;
and, I want to say, primarily, the im-
proper listing of so-called Communist-
front organizations. I want to pay trib-
ute to the sponsors of this legislation
for having worked out a fairly accurate
list of the criteria, or, if one may use a
theological phrase, the stigma, which
apply to “Communist-political,” “Com-
munist-controlled,” and “Communist-
action” organizations. That 1list of
some seven or eight criteria, which is
given on page 14 of the conference re-
port, is, I think, pretty accurate. I do
not want to find any real fault with it.

I want to make this clear, however,
that there is some difficulty involved even
there, by the form in which these criteria
are cast. The use of the phrase “to the
extent that”—the question as to whether
it is necessary to have only one or two,
or more than two, or all of these criteria
or stigmata satisfied before the or-

. ganization becomes so labeled—those are
issues. But, in the main, I should like
to make it clear and call to the attention
of the junior Senator from South Dakota
for a moment, if I may, the fact that I
think the job of listing these criteria or
stigmata of Communist-action organiza-
tions has been pretty well done. I want
to pay tribute to him and to the junior
Senator from Michigan on this point.
That is not merely a verbal tribute; it is
g sincere trihute.

But when we get to the so-called “Com-
munist-front’” organizations, on page 15
of the conference report, section 13 (f),
there we get into greater difficulty; and
I ask Members of the Senate, if they will,
to turn to page 15 of the conference re-
port and cast an eye over these four
standards. I do not wish to take up the
time, but for the sake of the complete-
ness of the Recorp, I should like to read
them, if I may:

In determining whether any organiza~
tion is a “Communist-front organiza-
tion,” the Board shall take into consid-
eration—

And I emphasize that, “take into con-
sideration”—

(1) the extent to which persons who are
active in its marazement, direction, or super-
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vision, whether or not holding office therein,
are active in the management, direction, or
supervision of, or as representatives of, any
Communist-action organization, Communist
foreign government, or the world Communist
movement referred to in section 2; and

(2) the extent to which its support,
financial or otherwise, is derived from any
Communist-action organization, Communist
foreign government, or the world Communist
movement referred to in section 2; and

(3) the extent to which its funds, re-
sources, or personnel are used to further
or promote the objectives of any Communist-
action organization, Communist foreign
government, or the world Communist move-
ment referred to in section 2; and

(4) the extent to which the positions taken
or advanced by it from time to time on mat-
ters of policy do not deviate from those of
any Communist-action organization, Com-
munist foreign government, or the world
Communist movement referred to in sec-
tion 2.

Now, let me again give credit to the
conference committee in this respect, be-
cause I think they have tried to plug
one of the gaps in the bill which was
previously pointed out by some of the
speakers on the floor. After each one of
these separate eriteria there was a semi-
colon, and then, formerly at the end of
the third criterion, the word “and” was
inserted, but only at that point.

Now in the bill reported by the con-
ference committee, I am happy to see
that the word “and” is inserted after
each one of these criteria. I think—and
I want to be absolutely fair in this mat-
ter—I think that this provision does
substantially weaken one phase of the
objection which we had formerly ad-
vanced on this point. But it does not
remove it. It weakens but does not re-
move it, because the language says “shall
take into consideration”. The hoard is
therefore not limited to these factors.

The bill merely provides that the
authorities shall “consider” these fac-
tors, and this may introduce other ele-
ments which may be controlling, even
though these factors are not mentioned;
and furthermore, I do not know how it
is possible to assay—and I use the word
“assay” rather than “essay”—I do not
know how it is possible to assay the
chemical content of each of these qual-
ities which it is necessary for an organ-
ization to possess in order to satisfy the
definition which is given, beginning with
the words, “to the extent that”. I do
not know what the specific gravity, so
to speak, of these qualities must be, in
order to satisfy this test, “to the extent
that”. The standards are in fact still
loose and inexact.

DANGERS IN TEST 0O!" NONDEVIATION FROM

COMMUNIST POLICIES

Mr. President, I should like to point
out again that the fourth test in this
set, the test of non-deviation, is a very
dangerous one indeed, because Com-
munists have advocated nearly every-
thing under the sun at one time or an-
other. Their policies shift and change
both domestically and in the field of for-
eign relations. At one time their policy
is like that of the Democrats; at another
their policy is like that of the Republi-
cans; then they are opposed to both par-
ties. Policies shift. It all depends on the
period of time which is considered as to

" pare with MARCANTONIO’S?"
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whether this test of nondeviation may
be used to label one group or another.

In the field of international affairs,
Communists as interventionists loudly
proposed collective security, demanding
united action against fascism, until, I
believe it was, the 24th of August 1939,
when Hitler, Ribbentrop, and Molotov
made a pact combining Russia and Ger-
many into an alliance. Then in this
country, the Communists became isola-
tionists over night. They coined the
slogan “The Yanks are not coming.”
They piped down their opposition to
fascism, and they attacked liberalism
and democracy for 22 months, until
June 22 of 1941, when the Germans in-
vaded Russia.

Overnight the Communists then
turned back into advocates of interven-
tion. The pickets who had formerly
been parading in front of the White
House denouncing American aid to the
opponents of fascism, now demanded
speedy American aid and not long after
were shouting for a second front.

During the war Communists came out
very strongly -for American capitalism,
and almost immediately afterward, fol-
lowing the Duclos letter, they were in
violent opposition to capitalism again.
So that they have literally boxed the
compass. At one time or another they
have been everywhere. I do not know
for how long a period this test of non-
deviation would be applied.

If it were applied for a short period
of time, virtually every organized group
in the country at one time or another
would have advocated the policies which
the Communists at a given time had ad-
vocated.

There is a little game which is played
politically: “How do your votes com-
I can re-
member in the Seventy-ninth Congress,
lists were sent out by the Republicans
comparing votes on domestic issues be-
tween the Democrats and MARCANTONIO.
A record of nondeviation—not complete,
but substantial identity—was estab-
tablished for certain domestic issues.
If it turned out that a man had voted as
MarcanToNTiO had voted he was then
called a Communist. That smear was
applied against scores of anti-Commu-
nist Democrats in the Seventy-ninth
Congress.

REPUBLICANS MIGHT ALSO BE TARGETS OF NON-
DEVIATION CHARGES

It might be poetic justice if this meth-
od were reversed and were now used
against the other side on matters of for-
eign policy, but I think it would be un-
fair—and I want to make that clear—
so to apply it, or to take Mr. MARCAN-
TONIO as a sort of red litmus paper
against which to compare the specificity
of Members of the House and Senate,

Suppose we take MARCANTONIO'S Votes
on the European recovery plan, which
he fought very bitterly, and on t.'he suc-
cessive appropriations and authoriza-
tions for the Economic Cooperation Ad-
ministration. Suppose we were to take
the votes on the North Atlantic Pact and
the military aid program. Suppose we
took the vote on economic aid to Ko-
rea. If we did that we could pile up a
good collection of votes, which by simi-
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larity and virtual identity could be used
to indicate nondeviation between the
policies of a considerable number, and
perhaps a very large percentage, of our
very good friends on the Republican side
of the aisle.

Before my Republican friends leave
the Chamber I should like to say that it
would be unfair to make such a charge.
It would be as unfair for us to do so as
it was for them to charge that Democrats
were Communists because their voting
record on other measures was identical
with MarcanToNIO’s. I want to assure
my good friend, the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania, who has a distinguished
military record, and who, although I dif-
fer from him on some occasions, is, I be=
lieve, a completely fair man, that I have
never used that argument against my
Republican friends, and I will not do so.
As it was unfair when used against us,
it would be unfair if used against Re-
publicans. However, in the hurly-burly
of political life it is used and this bill
seems to open up dangerous possibilities
of its use to penalize worthy and loyal
organizations.

Mr. WILEY. How long, O Lord, how
long? Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am very happy to
yield for a question.

Mr. ., Can the Senator give
us some idea of how long he will take?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not expect to
talk more than 15 or 20 minutes more,
I listened to the Biblical quotation from
my good friend the Senator from Wis-
consin when he said, “How long, O Lord,
how long?” I am sure he was not ad-
dressing me, because I have no prefen-
sions to divinity. If he was addressing
God in heaven above, then, as a humble
worshiper of that God, I will say that
I shall take not more than 10 minutes.

Mr. WILEY. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Only for a question.

Mr. WILEY. That is all I desire the
Senator to yield for. I am not trying
to do anything other than to find out
about how long we will be here. Some
of us may have other functions to per-
form. If it is the plan of the junior
Senator from Illinois and his associates
to carry on until noon, perhaps some
of us can get some sleep for a few hours
and then go on with the work of the
day. I think it only fair that if there
is such a plan we ought to be informed
about it. That is not said in any critical
tone. It is asked in a spirit of coopera-
tion. We have had one near tragedy,
and I think it is very foolish to carry
on along that line, when no constructive
purpose can result.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Imay say to my good
friend that there is no master plan gov-
erning the conduct of this debate. I did
not know how long my good friend from
North Dakota would speak. It was not
part of any plan. I speak only for
myself, and I say that I will not take
more than 10 minutes more. I under-
stand some Senators will follow me. I
do not know how long they will take.

I want to assure my good friend from
Wisconsin that there is absolutely no
purpose or intention to prevent a vote,
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We do think that the opinion of the
country will be a little clearer after
people have had a chance to read the
President’s message in the morning
papers and have had a chance to ponder
over it in the hours that lie ahead. That
is why the junior Senator from Illinois
proposed that we recess until 2 o’clock
and vote at 4 o’clock. That reasonable
offer was refused. There is no purpose
to prevent a vote., I want to make that
clear to my very good friend. We have
had a prolonged discussion because of
the fact that we have not been allowed
to recess by the proponents of the bill.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly. I am al-
ways very glad to yield to my friend
from my neighboring State, which pro-
duces very good cheese and butter, and
it is always a delight to visit Wisconsin
and get acquainted with its splendid
people,

Mr, WILEY, I like the holoney that
comes from Illinois, too. Now I shall ask
my question. I heard the Senator com-
ment twice that he would wait until the
President’s message has been read by
the people. I want to ask the Senator if
he does not think that instead of hear-
ing from Murray, Green, and others, that
it is our function as legislators to legis-
late, and not to let some groups or group
tell us how to legislate.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I quite agree with
the Senator. I may say that this is in no
sense an attempt to have mass pressure
operate upon the Congress. I think from
individual citizens there frequently come
spontaneous expressions of opinion that
help us get a sense of the real feeling
of the people.

I should like to call the attention of
the Senator, if I may, to an editorial
which appears in this morning’s Wash-
ington Post. If I were to read it in full,
perhaps I would be accused of prolong-
ing the proceeding.” Would the Senator
care to have me read certain passages
in the editorial, to indicate that there is
no mass pressure involved, but only the
spontaneous expression of one of the
leading newspapers of the country—al-
though I believe that certain people on
the other side are not particularly fond
of this newspaper? Does the Senator
wish me to read portions of the editorial?

Mr. WILEY. Answering the question,
I must say thdt I always like the intona-
tions and the rather seductive.influence
of the Senator when he intones on the
Senate. So when he reads somebody
else’s ideas, I suspect it will have a little
of that influence in the language. But
read on, McDuff.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The family of Mec-
Duff is an honorable Scottish family, but
not quite as honorable as the Douglas
family.

I now read from the Washington Post
of this morning, September 23:

STAMPEDE

Panic and politics—and an irresponsible
desire to go home—led the House of Repre-
sentatives into a stampede late yesterday
that overrode not only a Presidential veto
but a fundamental principle of American life,
The President's message on the McCarran
bill deserved more conscientious considera=
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tion., The exceptional importance he at-
tached to it was attested by his unprece-
dented action in sending to each Member
of Congress a letter which urged that the
issue be given sober and searching reflection.
This was an appeal which, coming from the
FPresident of the United States, no Member of
Congress could decently ignore. It deserved
the most serious thought. It should have
taken debate on the measure out of the mire
of polities into which it was plunged during
its earlier consideration, It imposed upon
the Members of Congress a solemn obligation
to review the issue not as Republicans or
Democrats but as Americans responsible for
the safeguarding of the Natlon and of the
Nation's distinctive and historie values.

I pause to say that I have tried not to
make any intonation, seductive or other-
wise, and I have tried to make my pro-
nunciation semantically correct.

Mr. WILEY, It was very beautifully

read, though.
Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator.
The editorial continues:

The President’s message presented, in our
Jjudgment, a carefully reasoned and compel-
ling analysis of the McCarran bill. It dem-
onstrated that, on strictly pragmatic
grounds, the measure would injure the na-
tional security which its sponsors have
sought to protect. Every agency of the
Government entrusted with the responsi-
bilities of safeguarding the country has in-
formed the President that the bill would
seriously impair its operations.

The President showed in detail that the
registration provisions of the bill would in
practice be wholly ineffective and would
produce no information about Communists
not already available to the FBI. He
showed that so far as Communists are con-
cerned, the bill imposes no penalties not
already enforced and that it creates a grave
danger that these penalties will be applied to
legitimate activities by persons who are loyal
citizens, He showed that the attempt to
enforce the bill would entall a dissipation of
energies needed for more effective internal-
security precautions.

The McCarran bill has made a tremen-
dous appeal to patriotic Americans because
it is anti-Communist in intent and appear-
ance. But it will do no injury to the Com=
munists. It will, as the President observed,
“help the Communists in their efforts to
create dissession and confusion within our
borders.” Mr. Truman offered an illuminat-
ing analogy to show the ineptness of the bill.
“The idea of requiring Communist organi-
zations to divulge information about them-
selves is a simple and attraciive one,” he
observed. “But it is about as practical as re-
quiring thieves to register with the sheriff."

Most of the message was devoted to demon-
strating the disparities between the purposes
and effects of the bill. We are glad, however,
that the President chose to lay before Con-
gress the consideration of essential principle
which justified his rejection of the measure,
He presented as simply as it could be pre-
sented the basic American idea with which
the McCarran bill is in irreconcilable con-
flict:

“There is no more fundamental axiom of
American freedom than the familiar state-
ment: In a free country we punish men for
the crimes they commit, but never for the
opinions they have, and the reason this is
s0 fundamental to freedom is not, as many
suppose, that it protects the few unorthodox
from suppression by the majority. To per-
mit freedom of expression is primarily for
the benefit of the majority because it pro-
tects criticism, and criticism leads to prog-
ress.’”

It is this idea which the House overrode
when it voted in such haste last night to
reject the President's message.
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I would add that it is this haste which
we are seeking to prevent in the Senate,
in order that sober reflection may guide
the vote that is taken later today.

Mr. WILEY., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I will yield once
more, and then, in order to save time
for the Senator and other Senators, I will
not yield again,

Mr. WILEY. I will ask the Senator to
yield for a dual question. Does that not
sound a little bit like what Patrick Henry
said in Virginia when he was talking
about the danger of adopting the Federal
Constitution? The second part of my
question is, If there had been a McCar-
ran hill in Titoland and other countries
that were taken over by Russia, they
would not have been taken over, would
they?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not think the
MecCarran bill would substantially pre-
vent the Communists from developing
great strength. I may say, however, that
the McCarran bill is much milder than
anything a totalitarian government
would have. Even with the McCarran
bill we will be an infinitely freer coun-
try than those totalitarian countries are.

I wish to make it clear that if the bill
should become law by being passed over
the President’s veto, even in spite of
that, this is an infinitely freer country
than the countries of Communist dicta-
torship, and we would rally to its defense
under any and all conditions.

But this is the point, it would not be
as free a country as we would like to
have. It would not be as free as the
America of the past and the America
which we hope will continue in the
future.

LET THE VOICE OF AMERICA BE HEARD

Mr. President, I read this editorial
primarily to indicate that these are not
ill-informed voices that are coming
from over the country. All over the Na-
tion this morning people are getting
their morning newspapers, reading the
President’s message, pondering over if,
and they will do that for the next 4 or 5
hours, until noon, What is the harm of
postponing the decision for a few hours
until we can all have a chance to.think
a little more carefully and allow the real
voice of America—not the mass of
America, not masses whipped up by
pressure organizations, but the con-
science of America—to have a chance to
be heard. What is the objection to that?

I wish to say that those of us who have
been discussing the bill have no intent to
prevent consideration. What we are
asking for is what the Washington Post
has asked for—more careful considera-
tion, more deliberate pondering. Cer-
tainly in a matter of this grave impor-
tance a few hours more for considera-
tion are desirable.

BOTH FREEDOM AND SECURITY ARE THE AMERICAN
GOAL

Mr. President, I am nearly done. We
have a difficult set of choices, probably
the most difficult set of choices any of
us has ever faced. We all love our coun-
try, and we want to be secure, and we
want our country to be free. What we
have to do is to weigh these two con-
siderations, provide for as much security
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as possible in a time of great national
danger, and sacrifice as little freedom as
possible in a period of mounting hys-
teria.

The Members of the Senate and Mem-
bers of the House, however widely they
differ, in the main, have this common
purpose of reconciling these two basic
objectives. Some may free-
dom, and some may minimize security.
In varying proportions I think we are
all honestly struggling to combine these
two.

I do not believe this bill in its preSent
form is good.
visions will take years to operate as I
have shown. In the meantime, the Com-
munists will be at large and they will be
security dangers.

I wish to emphasize that the real
danger is in the possibiliy of espionage
and sabotage, and not propaganda.. The
bill does not really provide security, but
it can tremendously endanger freedom
through false listings, through the
vague definition of section 4 (a), and
through the still loose wording, although
it is better wording than before, of the
definitions of so-called Communist-front
organizations which may prevent people
from forming any organization at all or
joining any organization, lest it be so
labeled.

What we may get are people who may
be “goers along,” people who never stick
their necks out, for they will fear that
if they do take stands on issues or join
others to work on them, they may be
improperly labeled and publicly dis-
credited. '

Mr. President, this country has grown
great through the adventurous, free
spirit and the clash of opinion. How=-
ever brief the period in which we stay in
the Senate, I think what makes our work
valuable in the Senate most of all is the
friendly clash of opinion. We find that
people whose views differ from ours are
often persons who have something to
their case, and they may find we have
something to ours. Out of the clash, if
we allow the differences of opinion freely
to play, we get a better decision.

What is true of the United States Sen-
ate should be true of America as a whole.
If people become afraid to express their
opinions, if discussion is shut out, pub-
lic opinion will be frozen. The adven-
turous and inquiring spirit will die, and
yet this country has grown great from
the friendly difference of opinion and
the ultimate reconciliation of these dif-
ferences in a greater unity.

Mr., President, when I voted on the
12th of September in favor of the Mc-
Carran bill, I did so in the conviction at
the time that my decision was correct.
I felt that the security provision, the
Kilgore bill, outweighed the possible loss
of freedom in other clauses of the hill.

In the period between then and now
two things have happened ; something to
me internally, and something to the hill
externally., The bill has been substan-
tially altered, so that it is even less of a
security measure than it was before and
g still greater invasion of freedom.
Something has also been happening to
me between that time and now, I do not
want to make too great a personal reve-
lation, but I can say that I have been
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extremely unhappy over the vote I then
cast. I have had the feeling that I had
made too great a sacrifice of freedom in
behalf of security.

I have arrived at my present decision
to vote to uphold the Presidential veto
after real travail and suffering of soul,
I can assure Senators. But ever since
I have reached that decision, which was
yesterday, I have sensed within me a
strong feeling which I did not have be-
fore, that my fest are now set on the
rock; that whatever might happen to me
personally, I had made the correct de-
cision. The inner voice, which in the
long run is our best guide, whispers to me
that I am now acting in conformity with
the right. And according to that light,
according, to such imperfect wisdom as I
may have—and I say this with no sense
of self-righteousness—I shall vote to up-
hold the President's veto.

Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp at this point a statement out-
lining my views in regard to the Presi-
dent’s veto of the bill,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Convinced as I am that the President's
veto is not justified by the facts and by the
law of this land and further is contrary to
the views and wishes of the majority of
our citizens, I could take no other course
than to help in overriding the veto.

The anti-Communist bill is the result
of extended study, lasting over a period of
years, It received most careful consideration
by our Judiciary Committee, which has the
benefit of legal advices from authorities on
constitutional law and from committees of
the American Bar Association, strongly favor-
ing this enactment.

An overriding consideration is the impera-
tive need for statutory authority at once.to
deal with a clear and present danger to
Amerlca’s welfare. Subversives, including
not only aliens in our midst but also citizens
giving allegiance to a foreign power, are chal-
lenging the continued existence of our form
of government. The law now before us
strikes at the root of the viclous enemy
action. .

Under this legislation no loyal American
and no alien conducting himself properly
need fear any sanctions. Under it no man
can be penalized for his beliefs, whatever
they may be. Under it no act directed toward
orderly changes in governmental processes
through constitutional procedures is pro-
hibited.

But under it, enemies of America, seeking
to overthrow its institutions and to deliver
it to a foreign power, are exposed for what
they are—enemies of America. It is a legal,
constitutional, necessary, and sound measure
to perpetuate American ideals and American
principles. I must have the courage of my
conviction and vote for it, despite even
the contrary opinion of the President of the
United States.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr, President, at the
outset of this debate I had intended to
refrain from making any remarks on
the pending measure, but as the debate
has continued I have begun to feel that
I should make a brief statement to jus-
tify the position I am taking in support
of the President’s veto.

Mr, WILEY, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield to me for a question?

Mr, MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. I think the Senator was
present when I asked similar questions
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of the Senator from Illinois [Mr, Doug-
1as]. I ask the question this time of the
Senator from Montana for several
reasons. The first reason is that the
gentlemen who are reporting what is
going on are no longer youngsters. They
are tired and worn out. They have not
had any rest. They have worked
through the day and all night. I should
like to find out from the Senator if he
can tell us how long he intends to speak,
and, second, if he knows of any other
Senator on his side who wants to speak,
and when we can expect a vote.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr, President, I can
not give the Senator any assurance as
to what other Senators are going to
speak. There may be several other Sena-
tors who would like to express themselves
on the pending measure before the time
comes for a vote. So far as I am con-
cerned personally, I do not intend to
speak for any great length of time. I
can assure the Senator that I certainly
will not speak for more than an hour.

Mr. WILEY. Ithank the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. MURRAY, Mr. President, as I
have stated, I did not at first contemplate
speaking today at all. But we are meet-
ing in a time of grave peril, when no man
can honestly say that he knows what new
dangers the future may hold. I believe
it is important for all of us to think
carefully about the situation which con-
fronts us. I believe we should freely
express ourselves. To refrain from
speaking on an occasion of this kind
when we feel deeply that we are support-
ing a just cause, would not be fair, I feel
I am entitled to do so. I do not speak
frequently or unnecessarily on the floor
of the Senate.

I have listened with great interest to
other Senators who have spoken, and I
feel that their remarks have been very
convincing. Certainly they have been
effective upon my thinking. I am con-
vinced, as I never was convinced before
in my life, of the justice and righteous-
ness of the position we are taking in sup-
porting the President of the United
States .in his veto. The President has
been advised by all the agencies under
his direction as to the proper course o
take, The bill has been analyzed care-
fully for him by the Department of
Justice, Department of Defense and the
Central Intelligence Agency and by the
other agencies that have undertaken
to advise him. In the Senate we have
heard some of the most able discussions
that have ever taken place on the floor
of the Senate. I think they have been
confined to the merits of the bill. No
one has undertaken to attack or ques-
tion the honesty or to impugn the
motives of those supporting the pending
measure. I personally believe that its
supporters feel deeply that such a meas-
ure is necessary. On the other hand, I
feel convinced, after listening to all the
arguments that have been advanced
here, that there is no need for the bill;
that at least it is not needed to the ex-
tent that it purports to go, and that if
it is enacted into law it will do more
damage to our country than it will do
good. I think that has been very clearly
established by the discussions to which
we have been listening during the day.
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Mr. President, this is a time when
we, as patriotic Americans, owe it to the
heritage of our forefathers to put our
country before any other consideration
of a political or personal nature.

Most Americans have risen to this
challenge to their patriotism. I want to
say bluntly to you that a minority have
not risen to this challenge. They are
seeking to play politics with our coun-
try’s misfortunes.

The perils we face today are twofold.

One threat comes from abroad.

The othér danger lies within our own
boundaries. :

The threat from overseas is that of
Communist force, directed by men who
worship no God and have less respect for
the rights of an individual than you or
I have for the rights of animals.

To the men who direct the Communist
assault on freedom, mankind, whom God
endowed with souls and minds, is noth-
ing more than a group of robots or zom-
bies to be used to achieve power for those
who seek to substitute police state regi-
mentation for democratic freedom.

Chief Justice Hughes declared a dec-
ade ago:

“The greater the importance of safeguard-
ing the country from incitements to the
overthrow of our institutions by force and
violence, the more imperative is the need to
preserve inviolate the constitutional rights
of free speech, free press, and free assembly
in order to maintain the opportunity for
free political discussion, to the end that
government may be responsive to the will of
the people and that changes, if desired, may
be obtained by peaceful means. Therein
lies the security of the Republic, the very
foundation of constitutional government.”
De Jonge v. Oregon (209 U. S. 353, 365).
These words have apt application to the
present problem. If it be true, as the bill
before us seeks to declare, that our American
institutions are threatened by advocacy of
a totalitarianism alien to our traditlons, we
must meet the threat not by direct or in-
direct repression but by the “free political
discussion” which is the very cornerstone of
democracy. And in this connection it is well
to recall Mr. Justice Jackson's observation
that “freedom to differ is not limited to
things that do not matter much., That
would be a mere shadow of freedom. The
test of its substance is the right to differ as
to things that touch the heart of the existing
order.” West Virginig State Board v. Bar-
netle (319 U. B, 624, 642).

It is becoming increasingly clearer
every day that the proposed legislation
we are considering will not drive the
Communist, Party above ground, as its
sponsors state, but will, instead, greatly
accelerate its movement underground.

The result will be a serious blow to our
internal security, since the bill will dam-
age the effectiveness of our counterin-
telligence operations against Commu-
nist espionage, sabotage, and subversion,

Recent FBI reports unmistakably in-
dicate that the active pendency of this
proposed legislation has already caused
the Communist Party to greatly accel-
erate its movement underground.
Among other things, the party is shuf-
fling its leadership, destroying its
records, and urging its members to join
respectable organizations, such as
churches and nursery schools.

This situation is high-lighted by a
news story in the New York Times of
September 1, 1950, on page 4, from which
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I shall quote. The New York Times in-
dicated that the Communist Party was
“planning to go entirely, or almost en-
tirely, underground after the Wood bill
was enacted into law.” The same story
also indicates that the party is prepar-
ing a “cover” for secret Communists.

The following is the New York Times
story to which I have just referred:

Henry Winston, national organizational
secretary of the Communist Party, set a 30-
day deadline yesterday for the completion
of the party's own registration of members,
kefore the Wood bill becomes law.

The Wood bill was passed by the House
of Representatives Tuesday by a vote of 354
to 20. Introduced by Representative Joun
B. Woop, of Georgia, chairman of the House
Committee on Un-American Activities, the
bill requires the Communist Party to regis-
ter and list all its members, and report on
all their activities. It also requires officers
of Communist “front” organizations to
register.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MURRAY. 1 yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. The question is
this: Can the Senator from Montana
cite the provisions or words or para-
graphs of this bill which, in his opinion,
outlaw the Communist Party?

Mr. MURRAY. The purport of the
bill in its entirety has that object in
view. I do not have the bill available to
me now, and I cannot point to those
portions, offhand. I would have to look
it over to find them. I got a great
deal of the information which I have
regarding this measure from the re-
marks made on the floor of the Senate
by Senators who, from time to time dur-
ing the debate, have quoted the various
portions of the bill. They impress me
as having that effect.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for another question?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. I have been over
this bill a great number of times. I have
challenged, here on the floor of the
Senate, statements similar to those just
made by the Senator from Montana,
when made by other Senators; and I
have asked the Senators who made such
statements to indicate whether there is
in this bill any provision which would
outlaw the Communist Party.

I have heard the Governor of New
York cited two or three times on this
same point. I think it is material, for
purposes of the Recorp, that we ascer-
tain the provision or provisions of the
bill which would outlaw the Communist
Party.

Mr. MURRAY. I think the entire
purport of this bill is to drive the Com-
munist Party underground. That is the
thought I have about the bill. Its entire
effect will be to make the Communists
go underground and to make it much
more difficult and dangerous to meet
the threat they constitute.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. Is the Senator
from Montana familiar with the state-
ments—particularly those of J. Edgar
Hoover, as published in the United
States News and World Report—in
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which it is indicated that the Commu-
nists now are underground and have
been underground, and that that is the
way they work?

Mr. MURRAY. I suppose they work
both underground and above ground,
because I understand that Mr. J. Edgar
Hoover has records showing that there
are 55,000 members of the Communist
Party in the United States. Of course, I
am not familiar with the operations of
the Communist Party, and I would not
be able to vouch for any of those state-
ments. I have simply become impressed,
as a result of the debate which has
occurred, that this measure would have
that effect.

Mr. President, I read further from the
New York Times article:

In Washington committee members indi-
cated suspicion the party registration was an
attempt to obstruct the proposed new law.

Winston, one of the party’s 11 leaders con-
victed last year of conspiracy to advocate
violent overthrow of the Government, but
out on bail pending completion of appeal
procedure, was quoted in yesterday's Daily
Worker, the party’s propaganda organ.

He said the annual registration of party
members has been going on for some weeks
to safeguard the welfare and liberties of
party members and others who share their
views for peace and against fascism. In view
of the quick progress of the Wood bill, he
said, the party’s registration must now be
rushed to completion.

PARTY SEEN GOING UNDERGROUND

To those familiar with Communist terml-
nology, Winston’s statement indicated the
party was planning to go entirely or almost
entirely underground after the Wood bill
was enacted into law. It also is believed to
indicate the party is preparing a cover for
secret Communists, is conducting or getting
ready for a purge of unreliables and is con-
solidating the hard core of party activists
for whatever may lie ahead. °

The statement called for a qualitative
strengthening of the party’s work and higher
standards of membership.

Winston used Aesopian language, or Com-
munist double-talk, as it was called by Fed-
eral Judge Harold R. Medina in last year's
Communist trial, to call on members to work
maore intensively for class war in this coun-
try. He urged them to stir up labor troubles,
fight this country’s foreign policy, and col-
laborate with the Soviet Union for peace.

In an apparent allusion to recent defec-
tlons from party ranks, he said anyone
could join or leave the party voluntarily.

“Only those who have been registered by
the party in the current registration,” he
added, “Will earry the great honor that goes
with membership in the Communist Party.”

Mr. President, countries outlawing the
Communist Party seem to fall into three
categories: First, those engaged in a
reign of terror against all opposition
movements; second, those which utilize
the -small Communist opposition as a
seapegoat for all ills, and by creating a
scapegoat detract from internal difficul-
ties: and (3) those democracies which
outlaw the Communist Party as a foreign
menace.

The best example in the first category
is Greece, which, while engaged in a
civil war, outlawed the Communist
Party on December 29, 1947. The law is
administered by the military, rather
than eivil, authorities. Greece had
passed a similar law in 1929, but it had
not been enforced in recent times.
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From the time the party was outlawed,
arrests running to the thousands were
made; 3,000 persons were arrested at one
time December 1948; over 3,000 persons
were sentenced to death. . The New York
Times reported on May 23, 1948, stated:
“But it is just as true that the spreading
threat of communism has resulted in
non-Communists adopting or intensify-
ing similar methods of repression against
leftists.” Greek secret police are ‘“no
better if not worse than the Yugoslavian
OZNA. They don’t know the difference
between a Communist and a democrat.”
Great Britain twice protested to the
Greek Government this reign of terror.

The best example of the second class is
Paraguay. Dictator Mirengo outlawed
the Communist Party on January 16,
1947, at a time when the Government
was on an extremely weak - footing,
There had been constant outbreaks of a
non-Communist nature. For a year fol-
lowing the ban, a state resembling civil
war continued, and always the Commu-
nists were blamed for the uprisings. The
Government issued numerous releases
that Communist plots were being frus-
trated. Finally on August 19, 1948,
Mirengo was forced to resign; and a new
president stated that ‘“the old regime
had exaggerated the Communist men-
ace.” He estimated the number of Com-
munists in the country at 3,000 On
January 31, 1949, there was still an-
other coup d'etat; and on March 30, 1949,
all political prisoners were freed,

In the third category, Canada was un-
doubtedly the most democratic govern-
ment to outlaw the Communist Party.
The Communist Party in Canada was
outlawed in 1932, This law was re-
pealed in 1936, reenacted in 1940, and
once again repealed in 1945. In 1940,
the leaders of the Communist Party went
into hiding for 2 years. In 1945 it
changed its name to the Labor Progres-
sive Party.

The peak of the Communist Party
strength in Canada was in 1945 when it
received 111,892 votes for the national
election. The Labor Progressive Party
has been legal since 1945 and in the
elections last year, it received only 32,623
votes, electing only two members of
Parliament.

On May 22, 1950, by a vote of 147 to
32, the House of Commons defeated a
motion to.outlaw all Communist activity.

Brazil, having the largest Communist
Party in the Western Hemisphere, out-
lawed the party on Ifay 8,7 1947. In
January of 1947, the party had polled
500,000 votes in the national election,
about 10 percent of those cast. The
party had been underground between
1922 and 1945. A few months after it
was again legal, it claimed that it had
150,000 members. A probably more ac-
curate estimate made by the New York
Times was that there was 60,000 card-
carrying members and 300,000 fellow-
travelers.

Following the outlawing in 1947, there
was much sabotage, labor unrest and
minor uprisings, all attributed by the
government to the Communist Party.
On January 2, 1950, the New York Times
reported that “despite the undoubted
great power of the Roman Catholic
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Church with the threat of excommunica-
tion and the combined efforts of the
Army and the political police, the Com-
munists still have a well-knit under-
ground organization of perhaps 40,000
to 50,000 card-carrying members and
untold thousands of sympathizers.”
Though illegal, it still manages to print
20 newspapers throughout Brazil.

On January 6, 1950, the police began
to seize all Communist newspapers to
which the Brazilian Press Association
objected.

Nicaragua outlawed the Communist
Party on January 24, 1949. For the next
year, a number of arrests among Com-
munists were made, but on February 2,
1949, all political prisoners were re-
leased.

Costa Rica outlawed the Communist
Party on July 19, 1948. In the elections
of December 9, 1948, the members of the
party were instructed by its leaders in
exile to vote for the constitutional party,
an extreme right wing group. This
party placed second in the election
although very far behind the government
party which won overwhelmingly. On
August 18, 1949, the Election Tribunal
canceled the registration of the National
Democratic Party because 18 of its can-
didates were members of the outlawed
Communist Party.

Chile outlawed the Communist Party
on September 3, 1948, at a time when
the Communist Party claimed 50,000
members. On November 21, 1948, the
President of Chile declared that “Fas-
cists are the real threat in South Amer-
ica.” Sixty persons described as Fas-
cists were arrested in an abortive up-
rising. On December 21, 1948, a Polish
news agency reported that a Commu-
nist-led underground was planning to
seize power in Chile, Yet on January
28, 1949, more than 700 Communists
were ordered released from prison camps.
The President expressed confidence in
the final victory of the democratic ele-
ments in that country.

In the elections of 1943, the National
Democratic Front, a Communist group,
elected six deputies but no senators. In
the previous congress, the Communists
controlled 15 deputies and 5 senators.
Two senators not up for election still
remained. This vote was used to show
the declining power of the Communists,
but it was not a well-controlled test since
along with outlawing the Communist
Party all membars of that party were
disenfranchised. Therefore, it is diffi--
cult to tell how strong the party is in
Chile. According to Newsweek of Au-
gust 29, 1949, the Chilean Communist
Party is underground but still active,

The Philippine Republic outlawed the
Communist Party on October 17, 1948,
because they were supposedly leading
the Hukbalokop rebellion, which grew
out of anti-Japanese resistance during
the war. According to Newsweek—

The Huk's reputedly number 20,000 to
80,000 members, with a supporting periphery
of about 200,000. The government continues
to wage an indecisive struggle against them
but its own internal corruption wins more
and more popular sympathy from the hearts
of people who are not Commmunists.
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In Mexico, the Ministry of the Interior
r-jected the application of the Commu-
nist Party for official registration in
March of 1949. Since then there have
been a few reports that the Communists
have attempted to overthrow the gov-
ernment. According to the New York
Times of January 4, 1950, communism
in Mexico is losing ground. In the last
election the Popular Party, a Commu-
nist front, made a very poor showing.

Lebanon ouflawed the Communist
Party on July 28, 1949. The party has
gone underground and the government
finds it difficult to check its activities.
Some arrests are now being made on a
small scale,

Syria outlawed the Communist Party
on April 7, 1949. Since then, all political
parties have been abolished. No reports
have been found on present Communist
activities.

Korea for a period of close to 2 years,
preceding the present war, had engaged
in a reign of terror against Communist
elements. According to the New York
Times of January 31, 1950, most ob=-
servers felt that this reign of terror pro-
duced more rather than less sympa-
thizers. Reports during the present con-
flict would tend to substantiate the con-
tention that communism in South Korea
was by no means destroyed as a result of
this reign of terror.

Mr. President, history is filled with ex-
amples of temporary mob excitement,
stirred by false or exaggerated charges,
resulting in injury to innocent people.
On various occasions down through the
years, mass hysteria has gripped the pop-
ulace for temporay periods, resulting in
a witch hunt. There is a common pat-
tern in the development of this hysteria,
Usually, it takes root in an atmosphere
of war, severe economic crisis, or a threat
of either; insecurity is a fruitful breeding
ground for such a movement. In such
an atmosphere, demagogs or other un-
prineipled individuals can more easily
stir up emotional and irrational fear.
Charges are hurled indiscriminately to
an extent that they are directed at pal-
pably innocent individuals. Frequently,
some of the precious civil rights for
which men have fought centuries to
establish are thrown to the winds in the
wild effort to make some of the charges
stick. The demsagogs play upon ig-
norance and superstition in an attempt
to inflame mob excitement. In the name
of a false type of patriotism, individuals
or ideas are attacked as “foreign.” Ra-
cial, religious, and class animosities are
stirred up in an effort to add fuel to the
flames. Frequently, smear attacks are
directed against individuals who are the
stanchest advocates of liberal and pro-
gressive principles; in this way, the op-
ponents of such principles endeavor to
undermine public support of liberalism,

It is the purpose of this study to in=
vestigate and report on several examples
of mass hysteria and witch hunting in
American history, and to analyze the
causes and symptoms of each outbreak,
This may furnish some clues to ways and
means of identifying such movements in
the future, as well as helping to treat
these problems dispassionately and in
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keeping with the spirit of our free insti-
tutions.

Such a study is vital at the present
time, when the free peoples of the world
have come to look to thé Untied States
as the champion of freedom and liberal-
ism. Obviously, we must reject any move
to foist totalitarianism upon us at home
while we fight it abroad. If we wish to
retain the confidence of free peoples, we
must continue to set an example in our
daily lives by deed as well as by word.
‘We must be on guard against those who
would have us carry on a degenerating
witch hunt, particularly in these critieal
times,

1. WITCHCRAFT IN SALEM, MASS., 1692
A. BACKGROUND

The famous Salem witcheraft “de-
lusion” was a startling demonstration of
the way in which mob hysteria can de-
prive the individual of common justice
and also have serious consequences for
innocent people. The number of actual
executions—20—was small in compari=-
son with the mass murder of Jews by
the Nazis, Nevertheless, there were
some of the same elements of primitive
violence involved on a localized scale.

The early settlers had a deep-seated
fear of having their villages attacked by
the Indians.

There were several other unsettling
factors which made the community of
Salem more susceptible to the type of
hysteria which followed. The colony
had recently lost its original charter.
Land titles had been issued under the
charter, and these titles had been in-
validated by the revoking of the charter,

Communication with Boston was very
bad. Lawlessness along the coast, in the
form of hostile privateering, was increas-
ing. The new governor of Massachu-
seits, Sir Williain Phips, was generally
regarded as incompetent, and did little
to suppress privateering. Taxation in
this period was unusually burdensome,
There were few large estates or wealthy
people to carry the load, so that it fell
with crushing weight on the struggling,
small settlers.

At that time, a certain credence was
placed in witches, demons, and other
variations of Satan’s evil devices. The
threat of the devil was a popular theme
for use against wavering members of
congregations.

B. THE IMMEDIATE CAUSES OF THE HYSTERIA

Rev. Samuel Parris, the minister of
Salem Village, had two slaves in his
household, John Indian and his wife
Tituba, whom Reverend Parris had
brought with him from the Barbados.
The younger girls of the community, in-
cluding Reverend Parris’ daughter Betty,
soon discovered that Tituba had a fasci-
nating grasp of the art of fortune-tell-
ing, the secrets of which she was willing
to pass on to eager young listeners.

Of course the elders of the village
would have frowned on these secret ses-
sions with Tituba, had they known about
them, so the youngsters were in mortal
fear of being discovered doing something
they felt was wrong. But at the same
time, they developed an intense craving
for more information about the un-
known, This conflict was bound to have
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an effect on those who were unstable
emotionally. Gradually, the young girls
began to exhibit disturbing symptoms,
such as weeping day-dreaming, inco-
herent speech, and, in more serious cases,
convulsions,

Dr. Willlam Griggs was called in to
examine the malady, and he tried to
diagnose it. Unable to discover what
was wrong, he finally concluded that
these girls were influenced by an evil
spirit.

C. THE HYSTERIA GRIPS SALEM

Induced to name their “tormenters,”
the girls soon implicated Tituba and sev-
eral others. Court was set up at the
corner of North and Essex Streets,
Salem, to hear charges.

Charges, counter charges, and wide-
spread name-calling followed as the ex-
citement mounted to a fever pitch. The
number of bewitched girls and the num-
ber of accused witches both increased
rapidly as time went on. In some cases,
individuals were accused because of petty
feuds or jealousies. Many were accused
on the basis of spectral evidence—i. e,
the afflicted person claimed that the
shape of the accused had cast its spell.
Needless to say, such evidence was dif-
ficult to refute. At each denial by the
accused in the courtroom, the afflicted
girls would scream or fall into convul-
sions—convincing most people present
that this was indeed proof of witcheraft,

The plague of hysteria swept through
Salem, and no individual seemed en-
tirely safe from accusation. It was im=-
possible to tell where the finger of sus-
picion would fall next, for some of the
most respected citizens of the commu-
nity were accused and hustled off to pris-
on on the flimsiest evidence. The over-
wrought populace even reached up into
Maine to drag back and hang Rev,
George Burroughs, who 10 years before
had been Salem’s pastor and whose spec-
tral shape was accused of witcheraft. All
in all, 19 persons from Salem—mostly
women—were hanged on Gallows Hill
and one was pressed to death—all in
response to the demands of the accusers
and the vigilance of Reverend Parris in
trying to drive out the devil,

D. CONCLUSIONS

In the fall of 1692, the hysteria passed
its peak and started to decline. When
the accusations touched more and more
people close to the very prosecutors and
ministers themselves, the populace was
shocked into a realization that the com-
munity was slowly committing suicide,

In subsequent years, many of the ac-
cusers and prosecutors publicly confessed
their error for the part they had played
in the witcheraft hysteria. Property
was restored to the heirs of those who
had been murdered by hysteria, and their
names were publicly cleared. The witch
hunt was forgotten, but the same type
of hysteria cropped up in later years in
emotional name-calling and accusations
which injured innocent people.

Icould go on at great length discussing
the outbreak in Salem in the early part
of the history of the country, but I do
not think it is necessary. I have before
me an execerpt from a broadcast by
Charles Collingwood, of the Columbia
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Broadcasting System, delivered on Sat-
urday, August 26, 1950, which I should
like to read:

Do you remember back a couple of years
when a couple of contestants for the Re-
publican Presidential nomination named
Thomas Dewey and Harold Stassen had a
debate on the wisdom of outlawing the Com-
munist Party? That debate has never died
down. It is going to be renewed next week
in the Halls of Congress. Both Houses of
Congress will' take up ,Communist-control
bills, The two best known are the Mundt-
Ferguson bill and a bill introduced by Sena-
tor McCarraN. Both have many common
features, the most significant of which is
the proposal that Communists and members
'of Communist-front organizations be forced
to register and suitably to label all of their
activities. The purpose is to smoke out Com-
munists and to set up such legal barriers
as would make it impossible for them to frus-
trate the policies of the United States Gov-
erhment. It's a purpose with which few in
this country would disagree, and certainly
not the administration which has gotten
into so much trouble over the Communist
question that it couldn’t afford to be soit
toward Communists even if it wanted to.

Yet President Truman is so opposed to
these bills that he has made no secret that
he will veto them if they ever get to his desk,
The Justice Department and the FBI are
opposed to them. So is a long list of emi-
nent and politically irreproachable citizens
and groups. Now, why? The reasons for
the bills are clear enough, what are the rea-
sons against them? Well, there are three
categories of opposition: 1, the civil-rights
angle; 2, the constitutional question, and
3, whether these bills will help control Com-
munists or not. I only want to talk about
one of these tonight. Plenty has been said
already about the civil-rights angle. The
constitutional question is too technical to
be discussed here, but the practical prob=
lem of whether or not these bills would do
what they are designed to do has received
little attention.

The administration sees the job of coping
with Communists in this country as basically
a counterintelligence. job, of coping with en~
emy agents. And our intelligence people,
including the FBI, are practically unanimous
in saying that the worst way to catch spies
is to handle them the way these bills would
do.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MURRAY. I am trying to finish
my address, in order to comply with the
desires and wishes of other Senators who
made inquiry of me a few minutes ago.
I promised I would take no more than
¥} hour. I wish to conclude.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I am very much
interested in listening to the able ad-
dress of the Senator from Montana. I
understood him to say in his remarks
that among the groups which had come
out against these bills had been the
FBI. I should like to ask the Senator
on what he bases that information.

Mr. MURRAY. I did not say that
they had come out against the bills. I
said the administration sees the job of
coping with Communists in this country
as basically a counterintelligence job,
of coping with enemy agents. And our
intelligence people, including the FBI,
are practically unanimous in saying that
the worst way to catch spies is to handle
them the way these bills would do.
That is what I read.
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Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. From what state-
ment of Mr. Hoover is that quotation
taken?

Mr. MURRAY. I am not quoting
from Mr. Hoover's statement. I am
quoting from a radio address delivered
by Charles Collingwood, of the Colum-
bia Broadeasting Co., delivered on Sat-
urday, August 26, 1850, at 11 p. m.

Mr. EILGORE, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes.
yield for a question.

Mr. EKILGORE. Will the Senator
from Michigan state when J. Edgar
Hoover said he wanted this bill passed?
The same statement has been previously
made on the floor of the Senate. I have
heard it reiterated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana has the floor.

Mr. KILGORE. He said that he
would not interfere with legislation,

Mr., MURRAY. I decline to yield for
anything but a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana declines to yield.
thr. MURRAY., Mr. President, I con-

ue:

In the first place, a spy has to have what
intelligence agents call cover, a respectable
front behind which he can operate. In-
telligence authorities say that the provisions
of the proposed bills, in seeking to put the
finger on Communist-front organizations,
would affect so many non-Communists, that
instead of isolating the real Reds, it would
give them perfect cover by lumping them
with all the misguided or stupid or idealistic
who have strayed from the path of political
orthodoxy. Moreover, the bills would raise
S50 many new legal questions that a guilty
Communist could keep his case in the courts
for years before a final conviction. The
Justice Department also maintains that it
would put a tremendous burden—the At-
torney General calls it an intolerable bur-
den—of administration on the Department,
and thus hamper the real job of counterin-
telligence. As one counterespionage expert
put it, we want a bill to catch spies, not
headlines. It’s the Administration’s con-
tention that the present laws which have
caught Harry Gold, and the rest are adequate
to do the job, All it wants is to plug the
loopholes. That's what President Truman
has asked for, and modest bills to tighten up
loopholes are now before both Houses, But
this is an election year, and while Members
of Congress are anxious to catch sples, they
also are not averse to catching a few head-
lines. It’s almost a foregone conclusion that
a much broader and more ambitious bill
than the President and our counterintelli-
gence experts want is going to pass.

Mr. President, I should now like to
call attention to the views of Paul H,
Jensen—crack wartime counter intel-
ligence officer, lifelong Republican, and
for the past 4 years executive secretary
of the Eau Claire, Wis.,, Chamber of
Commerce—about effective legislative
methods of dealing with Communists in
the United States.

I have here an excerpt from the Au-
gust 21, 1950 radio program of Frank
Edwards, spokesman for the American
Federation of Labor, dealing with this
subject. This program was broadcast
over the Mutual Broadcasting System

I am glad to
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at 10 p. m. eastern daylight saving
time, August 21. Mr, Jensen, who was
the guest speaker on this program is a
native of Wisconsin and a graduate of
the University of Wisconsin and its law
school. During his university days he
was a crack athlete, winning seven var-
sity letters in football, track and golf,
and making the All Big Ten Conference
team as tackle. Jensen, who is now 35
years old, entered the Army in 1941 as
a private and was separated in 1946 as
a major. Almost all of his Army career
was as a counter intelligence officer. He
was regarded as one of the erack mem-
bers of the Counter Intellizence Corps.
Among other things he served as com-
manding officer of the Seventh Army
Counter Intelligence Corps under Gen-
eral Patton, as commandant of the
Counter Intelligence Corps School in
Africa, which trained all CIC for the
Sicilian and Ifalian operations and as a
counter intelligence staff officer with the
Ninth Army and with SHAEF. He won
the Silver Star medal for heroism. After
the war he became executive secretary
for the Chamber of Commerce of Eau
Claire, Wis., and has held that position
for the past 4 years. He has been a
lifelong Republican.

As Mr. Jensen indicated in last night’s
broadcast, he is strongly opposed to the
Mundt-Nixon bill—now usually known
as the Mundt-Ferguson bill, S. 2311—
and the McCarran bill, S. 4037, which
he regards as bungling amateurish at-
tempts at counter intelligence designed
to catch headlines but not spies.

On the other hand, Jensen strongly
favors the administration bill on this
matter, S. 4061, which he describes as a
bill which has been drafted by profes-
sionals in the field of counter intelli-
gence.

Here are some excerpts from Frank
Edwards'—A. F. of L.—MBS radio broad-
cast of Monday, August 21, 1950:

Mr. Epwarps. In your opinion, Mr, Jensen,
is the Mundt-Nixon bill an effective method
of dealing with Communists in the United
States?

Mr. JENSEN. No, it is not, Mr. Edwards,
and there are sownd reasons behind that
rather vehement “no.” First off, as an at-
torney, I believe the registration section of
the bill is definitely in violation of the first
and fifth amendments of the Constitution,
but that is for more able attorneys and
Judges than I to decide, My principal objec-
tions are more on the “meaty” side, if you
will, relative to the practicability of the
Mundt-Nixon bill, its chances for success
and the harm it might do.

I believe Senator Munpr and Representa-
tive Nmxow have highly laudatory intentions,
but their craft isn't seaworthy for the fol-
lowing reasons quite aside from the consti-
tutional issues:

_ First. Assuming this bill should be passed, -
how long will it be before one subversive or
one enemy agent actually ends up behind
bars? I predict it would take years because
first, the control board established by the
bill must register the Communist organiza-
tion and its individuals. The organization
has the right to appeal to the District Court
of Washington, D. €., and, in turn, upon
certiorari to the United States Supreme
Court. This means, in turn, that 2 to 3
years could easily elapse before an Indi-
vidual was required to register. I've known
many Communists, here and abroad, and
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they will seek every legal loophole relative
to delayed hearings and review to escape
prosecution. Thus, it might be 4 or 5 years,
or more, before any one agent actually is
jailed.

Further, relative to the Impracticabllity of
the bill, can you imagine a dyed-in-the-red-
wool Communist running to the United
States Attorney General hollering, “Hey, I'm
not on the list, I'm a Communist, I'm out to
overthrow your Government.” I hardly
think so. That's like asking all saboteurs,
enemy agent, thugs, and slugs to immedi-
ately turn themselves in to the nearest police
station.

Benator Munor claims that his bill will
expose the Communists, drive them into the
open, expose them to the full glare of public
disapproval. Well, sir, as a counterintelli-
gence expert, and I believe after 6 years’
experience I qualify as such, I disagree. On
the contrary, this bill, if passed, would drive
the Communists underground. History is a
stern teacher and we might well pay atten-
tion to some of her lessons.

Did you know that Russia was the first
country in the world to outlaw the Com-
munist Party? In 1917 Lenin and Trotsky
were exiled. Communists by the thousands,
that is, the so-called “exposed Communists,”
were exiled to Siberia. Yet, within a few
short months, fewer than 6,000,000 nonreg-
istered Communists took over a nation of
180,000,000 Russians.

And another example, Czechoslovakia in
1940 outlawed the Communist Party. It
went underground. The Communists came
out of their holes in 1946, when American
troops were withdrawn, and we can chalk
up another nation for the Reds.

And closer to our own borders, Canada in
1929 passed a law rather similar to Senator
Munpt's proposal. Net result, the law was
repealed in 1936 because communism flour-
ished. Under pressure, a stronger version of
the law was again passed in 1940. What
happened? The most powerful atomic spy
ring in world history sprang into existence.
Needless to say, Canada has again repealed
her version of the Mundt-Nixon bill.

And as a life-long Republican I've another
reason for opposing the Mundt-Nixon bill.
It creates yet another governmental agency.
There's a bit of the spy in all of us, but
darned if I want another police agency cre-
ated. Those we have, particularly the FBI,
are professionals, know what they're about
and do not infringe upon personal liberties.
We've had too many amateurs messing in
this spy-catching business.

Mr. Epwarp. Well, Jensen, that makes some
sense. But constructively, what do you have
to offer? What is your opinion of the Presi-
dent’s proposal for dealing with subversives?

Mr, Jewsen. Well, sir, few people, other
than subversives, realize it, but we presently
have 27 laws on the books which deal with
espionage, sabotage, subversives and other
undesirables. We have a good framework of
law established during this Nation's history
of freedom. All of our action founded upon
the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, with due
regard to due process of law. These are
sound laws which protect the innocent from
hysterical charges and now s certainly no
time for hysterical, ill-conceived legislation,
Answering your question specifically, Frank
Edwards, there 1s a bill before the Senate
which makes sense. It follows the security
proposals suggested by the President. It
has been drafted by experts, including the
Department of Justice and our armed serv-
ices Intelligence Divisions. This bill oper-
ates within the framework of existing and
tested law, It does provide for the tighten-
ing up of our espionage and sabotage laws
(largely through more precise definition)
and extends additional powers to the Attor-
ney General over undesirable aliens. The
bill is a Senate proposal sponsored by the
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administration. This bill, drafted by pro-
fessionals, is designed to catch spies, not
headlines. -

Mr. President, I wish now to call atten-
tion to existing laws relating to the na-
tional security and their recent enforce-
ment.

TREASON

Title 18, United States Code, page 2381,
embodying a constitutional definition of
treason, article III, section 3, provides
that “whoever, owing allegiance to the
United States, levies war against them
or adheres to their enemies, giving them
aid and comfort within the United States
or elsewhere, is guilty of treason.” Since
the beginning of World War II, success-
ful prosecutions for treason have been
had in the cases of Douglas Chandler
(171 F. 2d 921, certiorari denied 336
U. 8. 918), Robert Best, Mildred Gil-
lars (Axis Sally), Ida D’Aquino Toguri
(Tokyo Rose), Martin James Monti, Her-
bert Burgman, and Tomoya Kawakita.
Ezra Pound was declared insane and
was not brought to trial.

SEDITIOUS CONSPIRACY

Title 18, United States Code, page 2384,
provides that—

If two or more persons in any State or
Territory, or in any place subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States, conspire
to overthrow, put down, or to destroy by
force the Government of the United States,
or to levy war against them, or to oppose
by force the authority thereof, or by force
to prevent, hinder, or delay the execution
of any law of the United States, or by force
to seize, take, or possess any property of the
United States contrary to the authority
thereof, they shall each be fined not more
than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than 6
years, or both.

ADVOCATING OVERTHROW OF THE GOVERNMENT

Title 18, United States Code, page
2385—the Smith Act or Alien Registra-
tion Act of 1940—prohibits advocating
and teaching, or organizing a society or
group to advocate and teach, the over-
throw or destruction of any government
in the United States by force or violence,
or conspires or attempts to do either
of these things. In Dunne v. United
States (138 F. 2d 137, certiorari denied,
320 U. S. 790, rehearing denied 320 U. S.
814, 815), the Smith Act was applied to
convict 18 leaders of @ the Socialist
Workers’ Party—Trotskyite Communists.
More recently, in United Statles v. Dennis
et al., 11 leaders of the Communist Party
of the United States were convicted on
a charge of conspiracy to advocate and
teach the overthrow and destruction of
the Government of the United States by
force and violence, and to organize the
Communist Party of the United States
to so teach and advocate. On August
1, 1950, the Court of Appeals for the
second circuit affirmed this conviction
and upheld the validity of the Smith Act,
as the Court of Appeals for the eighth
circuit had done in the Dunne case.

ACTIVITIES AFFECTING THE ARMED FORCES

Title 18, United States Code, page 2387,
provides that—

(a) Whoever, with intent to interfere with,
impair, or influence the loyalty, morale, or
discipline of the military or naval forces of
the United States:
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(1) advises, counsels, urges, or in any
manner causes or attempts to cause insub-
ordination, disloyalty, mutiny, or refusal of
duty by any member of the military or naval
forces of the United States; or

(2) distributes or attempts .to distribute
any written or printed matter which advises,
counsels, or urges Iinsubordination, dis-
loyalty, mutiny, or refusal of duty by any
member of the military or naval forces of
the United States—

Shall be fined not more than $10,000 or
Imprisoned not more than 10 years, or both,
and shall be ineligible for employment by
the United States or any department or
agency thereof, for the 5 years next follow=
ing his conviction, -

(b) For the purposes of this section, the
term “military or naval forces of the United
States” includes the Army of the United
States, the Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard,
Naval Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve, and
Coast Guard Reserve of the United States;
and, when any merchant vessel is commis-
sioned in the Navy or is in the service of the
Army or the Navy, includes the master,
officers, and crew of such vessel,

Title 18, United States Code, page 2388,
provides that:

(a) Whoever, when the United States is at
war, willfully makes or conveys false reports
or false statements with intent to interfere
with the operation or success of the military
or naval forces of the United States or to
promote the success of its enemies; or

Whoever, when the United States is at war,
willfully causes or attempts to cause insub-
ordination, disloyalty, mutiny, or refusal of
duty, in the military or naval forces of the
United States, or willfully obstructs the re-
cruiting or enlistment service of the United
States, to the injury of the service or the
United States, or attempts to do so—

Shall be fined not more than $10,000 or
imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both.

(b) If two or more persons conspire to
violate subsection (a) of this section and
one or more of such persons do any act to
effect the object of the conspiracy, each of
the parties to such conspiracy shall be pun=-
ished as provided in said subsection (a).

(¢) Wkoever harbors or conceals any per=
son whom he knows, or has reasonable
grounds to belleve or suspect, has committed,
or is about to commit, an offense under this
section, shall be fined not more than $10,000
or imprisoned not more than 10 years, or
both,

(d) This section shall apply within the
admiralty and maritime jurisdiction of the
United States, and on the high seas, as well
as within the United States.

The case of William Dudley Pelley il-
Justrates the application of title 18,
United States Code, nage 2388 (United
States v. Pelley (132 F, 2d 170 (App.
D. C.), certiorari denied, 318 U. S. 764,
rehearing denied, 318 U. S. 801)).

REGISTRATION OF FOREIGN AGENTS

Title 22, United States Code, page 611,
and following—the Foreign Agents Reg-
istration Act—provides for the registra-
tion with the Attorney General of agents
of foreign prinecipals and for the labelling
of political propaganda, as defined in the
statute, disseminated by such foreign
agents. An important successful prose-
cution under this statute was that of
George Sylvester Viereck (Viereck v.
United States (139 F. 2d 849, certiorari
denied, 321 U. S. 794)). More recently,
Amtorg Trading Corp. plead nolo con-
tendere to a charge of failure to register,
and thereafter registered.
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SABOTAGE

i
. 'Title 18, United States Code, pages
2151-2156, contains detailed criminal
provisions relating to sabotage. The
absence of prosecutions under this stat-
ute reflects the fact that there have been
no known successful attempts at sabo-
tage in recent years.
ESPIONAGE

Title 18, United States Code, chapter
37, deals with espionage. While these
statutes need tightening up in the re-
spects requested by the President, they
are being currently, employed to prose-
cute Harry Gold and others who worked
with the spy Fuchs. Previously, convic-
tions were obtained against Judith Cop-
lon and Valentine Gubitchev.

PERJURY AND THE MAKING OF FALSE STATEMENTS

Title 18, United States Code, page
1621, provides that:

Whoever, having taken an oath before a
competent tribunal, officer, or person, in any
case In which a law of the United States au-
thorizes an oath to be administered, that he
will testify, declare, depose, or certify truly,
or that any written testimony, declaration,
deposition, or certificate by him subscribed,
is true, willfully and contrary to such oath
states or subscribes any material matter
which he does not believe to be true, is guilty
of perjury, and shall, except as otherwise
expressly provided by law, be fined not more
than $2,000 or imprisoned not more than
5 years, or both,

Title 18, United States Code, page
1001, provides that:

Whoever, in any matter within the juris-
diction of any department or agency of the
United States knowingly and willfully falsi-
fies, conceals, or covers up by any trick,
scheme, or device, a material fact, or makes
any false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements
or representations, or makes or uses any
false writing or document knowing the same
to contain any false, fictitious or fraudulent
statement or entry, shall be fined not more
than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 5
years, or both.

The applicability of these statutes to
Communist and other totalitarian
threats to the security of the United
States may not be readily apparent.
However, it must be understood that
these are powerful weapons against the
secrecy cnd mendacity which are the
necessary cloaks of subversive activity.
For example, the recent successful prose-
cutions of Alger Hiss and Harry Bridges
were based upon the perjury statute.
Carl Marzani was convicted under title
18, United States Code, page 1001, for
falsely stating to his superiors in the
Government service that he had never
been a Communist (Marzani v. United
States (168 F. 2d 133, affirmed and re-
affirmed, 335 U. S. 895, 336 U. 8. 922)).

Under a similar false statement pro-
vision in the passport statute, now title
18, United States Code, page 1541, the
Communist Leader Earl Browder was
convicted of making false statements to
obtain a passport (Browder v. United
States (312 U. 8. 335)).

EXCLUSION AND DEPORTATION OF ALIENS

Title 8, United States Code, pages 137
and 155, generally provide for the ex-
clusion or deportation from the United
States of aliens who advocate or feach
the overthrow by force and violence of
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the Government of the United States.
Such advocacy at any time after entry
requires the deportation of an alien.
During the years 1947-50, approximately
200 Communists were excluded at the
borders and seaports. Two hundred
and twenty-one deportation cases based
on such charges against Communists
are now in process. There are outstand-
ing orders for the deportation of about
150 Communists; the difficulty in find-
ing a country that will accept them led
to the President's request for special
surveillance powers.
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT

Executive Order 9835 of March 21,
1947, which is based in part upon sec-
tion 9A of the Hatch Act, provides a
comprehensive program for excluding
and removing from the Federal Civil
Service any person as to whom reason-
able grounds exist for belief that the
person involved is disloyal to the Gov-
ernment of the United States. Among
the factors to be considered in making
such loyalty determinations is—

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a quotation from the bill,
which I have before me, in connection
with the point I am now making, be
printed at this point in the REcorp,
as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
O’Cowvcr in the chair).
tion, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Membership in, affiliation with, or sympa-
thetic association with any foreign or domes-
tic organization, assoclation, movement,
group, or combination of persons, designated
by the Attorney General as totalitarian,
Fascist, Communist, or suhbversive, or as
havmg aﬂopted a pollcjr of a,dvocating or
4dpproving the commission of acts of force
or viclence to deny other persons their
rights under the Constitution of the United
States, or as seeking to alter the form of
government of the United States by uncon-
stitutional means.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to Executive order, the Attorney
General has designated 159 organiza-
tions as totalitarian, Fasecist, Commu-
nist, or subversive, and so forth. The
results of this program as of June 30,
1950, may be summarized in part as fol-
lows: more than 2,000,000 employees
were checked by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation; full field investigations
were had in about 12,000 cases; 128 in-
cumbent employees were dismissed and
102 applicants and conditional appoint-
ees were excluded from Federal employ-
ment,

The validity of the loyalty program
has been sustained in the lower Federal
courts and is presently before the Su-
preme Court in three cases,

Existing Federal statutes confer pow-
ers of summary discharge upon the
Atomic Energy Commission, the Depart-
ment of State, and National Defense,
In addition, H, R. 7439, now pending be-
fore the President, would extend such
powers to certain other agencies of the
Federal Government.

PASSFORTS

Title 22, United States Code, page 211,
confers upon the Secretary of State dis-
cretionary authority to issue passports.

(Mr,
Without objec-
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This power may be and is used to deny
passports in the interests of the United
States. A recent example is the denial
or cancellation of a passport to Paul
Robeson.

TAX DEDUCTIONS AND EXEMPTIONS OF SUBVERSIVE
GROUPS

In the administration of the tax laws,
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue
denies exemption from income tax un-
der section 101 of the Internal Revenue
Code to subversive organizations, and
denies allowance of deductions in tax
returns for contributions made to such
organizations. The International Work-
ers Order, the Joint Anti-Fascist Refu-
gee Committee, and the National Coun-
cil of American-Soviet Friendship are
examples of organizations which have
been denied such exemptions and de-
ductions.

Mr. President, in order to hasten the
proceedings in connection with the pres-
entation of my remarks, I ask unani-
mous consent that the balance of my
statement may be printed at this point
in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MURRAY

THE LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY
THE PRESIDENT IN HIS INTERNAL SECURITY
MESSAGE OF AUGUST 8, 1950, TO CONGRESS
In his message of August 8, 1950, to Con-

gress, the President stated:

“We must have effective Internal security
measures to prevent acts which threaten our
national safety.

“These measures must be accurately de-
vised to meet real dangers. They must not be
s0 broad as to restrict our liberty unneces-
sarily, for that would defeat our own ends.
Unwise or excessive security measures can
strike at the freedom and dignity of the indi-
vidual which are the very foundation of our
society—and the defense of which is the
whaole purpose of our security measures.

“In considering the laws that are needed
to protect our internal security against Com-
munist activities, we should remember that
we already have tested legal defenses against
treason, espionage, sabotage, and other acts
looking toward the overthrow of our Gov=
ernment by force or violence. Strong laws
exist on the statute books—a number of
them enacted or strengthened in recent
years—under which we have proceeded and
are proceeding vigorously against such crimes,

“The treason laws make it a crime for
anyone owing allegiance to the United States
to levy war against his country, to give aid
and comfort to its enemies, or to conceal
knowledge concerning treasonable activities,

“The espionage laws make it a crime to
gather, give, receive, or transmit documents
or similar materials concerning the national
defense of the United States with intent or
reason to believe that they are to be used
against the interest of the United States,
Furthermore, these laws make it a crime for
anyone who has national defemse informa-
tion to communicate it to any person not
entitled to receive it.

“The sabotage laws make it a crime for
anyone, with intent to Interfere with the
national defense, to attempt to injure or
destroy material, premises, or utilities which
are important to the national defense,

*“Therc are other laws which make it &
crime for two or more persons to ‘conspire
to overthrow, put down, or to destroy by
force the QGovernment of the TUnited
States * * * or by force to prevent,
hinder, or delay the execution of any law
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of the Unitedq States.' There are also laws
which make it a crime to advocate or teach
the overthrow of the United States Govern-
ment, or any State or local government, by
force or violence, to organize any group for
that purpose, or to be a member of such a
group, knowing its purpose. In 1048, 11 of
the most important leaders of the Commu=
nist Party in this country were indicted un-
der these laws. After a long trial, all were
convicted, and their conviction was affirmed
by an appellate court on August 1, 1950.

“In addition to the criminal laws outlined
above, there is a set of laws governing immi-
gration, naturalization, and travel between
our country and others. These laws permit
the Government to exclude or deport any
alien from this country who may be danger-
ous to our internal security, and to forbid or
to regulate the travel abroad of TUnited
States citizens who may be engaged in sub-
versive activity.

“The laws I have been describing apply to
private citizens and groups. A special set of
laws and procedures applies to Government
employees. Here our purpose is to exclude
or remove from Government service persons
who may be disloyal, even though they have
committed no crime, and to keep from posi-
tions of importance persons who cannot be
trusted to maintain security regulations,
even though they may be loyal citizens and
satisfactory employees in all other respects.

“More than 3 years ago, the executive
branch revised and improved its procedures
for dealing with questions of employee loy=
alty and security. These new procedures
have proved effective in protecting the Gov-
ernment against disloyal persons and per=
sons whose employment constitutes a se=-
curity risk.

“The various laws and procedures I have
outlined make up a strong set of legal safe-

.guards against acts by individuals and groups
which strike at the infernal security of the
United States.

“Over the last few years, we have success=
fully prosecuted several hundred cases in
the courts under existing internal security
laws. In this process we have obtained a
great deal of experlence in the application
of these laws. We have discovered a few
defects, some of them minor and others of
greater importance, in some of the existing
statutes. In view of the situation which
confronts us, it is Important that these de-
fects be remedied. At this time, therefore,
I wish to recommend that the Congress en-
act certain legislation before the close of the
present session.,

“First, I recommend that the Congress
remedy certain defects in the present laws
concerning espionage, the registration of
foreign agents, and the security of national
defense installations, by clarifying and
making more definite certain language in
the espionage laws, by providing an extended
statute of limitations (in place of the pres-
ent 3-year statute) for peacetime espionage,
by requiring persons who have received in-
struction from a foreign government or
political party in espionage or subversive
tactics to register under the Foreign Agents
Registration Act, and by giving broader au-
thority than now exists for the President to
establish security regulations concerning
the protection of mllitary bases and other
national defense installations.

“Second, I recommend that the Congress
enact legislation permitting the Attorney
General to exercise supervision over aliens
subject to deportation and to require them,
under the sanction of criminal penalties, to
report their whereabouts and activities at
regular intervals. In a number of cases,
allens under deportation orders cannot be
deported because no other country will ac-
cept them. A bill pending before the Con-
gress would permit the Attorney General in
certain cases to detain such allens in his
custody for indefinite periods of time—not
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pursuant to a conviction for crime but on
the basis of an administrative determina-
tion. Such action would be repugnant to
our traditions, and it should not be au-
thorized. Present law, however, is inade=
quate to permit proper supervision of de-
portable aliens, and should be strengthened
as I have indicated.

“Under the leadership of the National Se=
curity Council, the agencies of the Govern=
ment which administer our internal secu=
rity laws are keeping these laws under con-
stant study to determine whether further
changes are required to provide adequate
protection. If it does appear that further
improvements in these laws are needed, I
shall recommend them to the Congress.

“By building upon the framework now
provided by our basic laws against subver=
sive activities, we can provide effective pro-
tection against acts which threaten violence
to our Government or to our institutions,
and we can do this without violating the
fundamental prineiples of our Constitution.

“Nevertheless, there are some people who
wish us to enact laws which would se-
riously damage the right of free speech and
which could be used not only against sub=-
versive groups but against other groups en-

. gaged in political or other activities which

were not generally popular. Such measures
would not only infringe on the Bill of
Rights and the basic liberties of our peo-
ple; they would also undermine the very
internal security they seek to protect.

“Laws forbidding dissent do not prevent
subversive activities; they merely drive them
into more secret and more dangerous chan=
nels. Police states are not secure; their his-
tory is marked by successive purges, and
growing concentration camps, as thelr gov-
ernments strike out blindly in fear of violent
revolt. Once a government is committed to
the principle of silencing the voice of op-
position, it has only one way to go, and that
is down the path of increasingly repressive
measures, until it becomes a source of terror
to all its citizens and creates a country where
everyone lives in fear.

“We must, therefore, be on our guard
against extremists who urge us to adopt
police state measures. Such persons advo-
cate breaking down the guarantees of the
Bill of Rights in order to get at the Com=-
munists. They forget that if the Bill of
Rights were to be broken down all groups,
even the most conservative, would be in dan=-
ger from the®arbitrary power of government.

“Legislation is now pending before the
Congress which is so broad and vague in
its terms as to endanger the freedoms of
speech, press, and assembly protected by
the first amendment. Some of the proposed
measures would, in effect, impose severe
penalties for normal political activities on
the part of certain groups, including Com=
munists and Communist party-line fol-
lowers. This kind of legislation is unneces=
sary, ineffective, and dangerous.”

Thus, the President’'s message makes four
points:

1. We already have a very large and strong
body of laws to protect us against espionage,
sabotage, and other subversive activities,

2. Some changes in these laws are neces=
sary and desirable at this time and are rec=
ommended in the message.

3. The counterespionage and security
agencies of the Government—the places
where the real experts in this field are to be
found—are keeping these laws under con=-
stant study to determine whether other
changes are desirable, and any further neces=-
sary changes will be promptly recommended.

4. Many of the pending proposals which
would purport to strengthen our laws in this
field would actually do much more harm
than good. They would not only not im=
prove the internal security of the United

States, they would actually seriously im-

Ppair it.
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The President’s recommendations fall into
two categories: (A) Provisions strengthening
the laws against espionage and sabotage, and
(B) provisions strengthening the laws re-
lating to Government supervision over aliens
subject to deportation.

A. The following summarizes the legislative
recommendations in the first category:

1. A general tightening of the Espionage
Act of 1917. The following are the most im-
porgant aspects in which this act is tight-
ened:

(a) It subjects to the penalties of the act
($10,000 fine or 10 years imprisonment, or
both) the transmission of information, oral
or written, to a person not entitled to re-
celve it, without a showing of intent to com-
mit espionage if the person giving the infor-
mation has reason to believe that it could be
used to the injury of the United States or
to the advantage of any foreign nation.

(b) The statute of limitations under the
Espionage Act is extended from 3 to 10 years.

(c) Persons having unauthorized posses-
sion or access to national defense documents
or information are required to turn them
over (without any demand being made) to
the Government officlal entitled to recelve
them, under penalty of the act.

(d) Persons in lawful possession of such
documents or information who through gross
negligence permit them to be lost or stolen,
or who have knowledge that this has hap-
pened and fail to make a prompt report to
their superiors of this fact, are subject to the
Yenalties of the act.

(e) Conspiracy to violate these provisions
of the act are made subject to the same pen-
alties as direct violations.

The foregoing provision, if enacted, will
close significant loopholes in our laws against
espionage and will greatly strengthen our
ability to carry on effective counterespio~
nage operations.

2. Persons who have received instructions
in the intelligence services or tactics of for-
eign countries or foreign political parties
are required to register under the Foreign
Agents Reglstration Act of 1838, unless their
knowledge has been acquired by reason of
civilian or military service with the Govern-
ment or by reason of academic or personal
interest not connected with any foreign gov-
ernment or party. .

Failure to register’ would subject indi-
viduals subject to these provisions to the
criminal penalties of the Forelgn Agents
Registration Act. This proposal is designed
to deal with the situation of a foreign es-
plonage or sabotage agent who has arrived in
the United States with an espionage or sab-
otage mission in this country but who has
not yet committed any overt act looking to
the accomplishment of his mission. Never-
theless, he would be subject to criminal pen-
alties under this proposal if he did not reg-
ister Immediately upon his arrival in the
United States. If he did register he would,
of course, expose himself and make impos-
slble the accomplishment of his mission,

8. Criminal penalties ($5,000 fine or 1 year
imprisonment, or both) are provided for
violation of any regulation promulgated by
the Secretary of Defense, with the approval of
the President, for the protection or security
of military or naval installations, property,
facilities, and equipment. In time of war or
national emergency the President can extend
these provisions to include any property or
places he designates to be in the interest of
national security.

These provisions, if enacted, will be most
valuable in protecting vital military, naval,
and other facilities against sabotage.

B. The following summarizes the legisla-
tive recommendations in the second cate-
gory:

At present the Government has inadequate
authorlty with respect to the supervision of
allens who have been ordered deported. The
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President's recommendations contemplate
that allens who have been ordered deported
ghall be subject to supervision under regula-
tions prescribed by the Attorney General.
Such supervision would, among other things,
require them to appear from time to time
before an officer designated by the Attorney
General for identification, to give informa-
tion about themselves to such officer, and
to conform to such reasonable written re-
strictions on their conduct or activities as
are prescribed by the Attorney General in
each case. Failure to comply with these re-
quirements would subject an alien to crim-
inal penalties.

These provisions, if enacted, will give the
Government the authority it needs to deal
effectively with subversive or dangerous
aliens.

The foregoing are the only significant
changes in our internal-security laws which
the President believes are necessary or de-
girable at this time. As he pointed out in
his message of August 8, however, the vari-
ous Government agencies which administer
our internal-security laws are, under the
leadership of the Natlonal Security Couneil,
keeping those laws under constant study
to determine whether further changes are
required to provide adequate protection to
the United States. The President stated
that if it does appear that further improve-
ments in these laws are needed he will rec-
ommend them to the Congress.

The provisions recommended by the Presi-.
dent are wise, carefully framed counteres-
pionage and internal-security provisions de-
signed to deal with actual situations where
legislation is needed. They were developed
by the officials in charge of protecting the
internal security of the United States. They
are designed to hit the bull’s-eye and not to
spatter everyone in the general vicinity with
buckshot.

There are, however, persons in Congress
and elsewhere who, apparently without both=
ering to examine the internal-security laws
already on the books, are shouting for more
and more repressive and drastic internal-
security legislation.

Most of these persons are sincere although
misguided. Some have purely partisan po-
litical motivations. Finally, there are some
persons in the country who find it conven-
ient in a period of international tensions
to disguise really sinister motivations under
the cloak of superpatriotism. We must be-
ware of these superpatriots. As wise old
Dr. Sam Johnson pointed out almost 200
years ago: False patriotism is the last ref-
uge of g scoundrel; it has been used in every
country and in every age to cloak self-in-
terest,

Today we can agree that all good Amerl-
cans are anti-Communist but we must nev=-
er assume that the degree of a man's antli«
communism is a test of his American patri-
otism or his devotion to the things in which
we believe. Hitler was an all-out anti-Com-
munist; so was Mussolini; so are the EKu
Klux Klan, the Silver Shirts, and the Chris-
tian Fronters. The real test of a man'’s gen=-
uine Americanism today is not merely that
he is anti-Communist, but also that he is
devoted to the ideals and traditions which
have made this country great—our concepts
of democracy, of individual rights, and of
equal gpportunity for all.

The aggression in Korea has speeded up
the ominous trend in the United States
toward the increasing curtailment of free=
dom of expression and opinion through in-
timidation of one sort or another. It is
one thing for a nation to take basic counter-
esplonage and security measures necessary
to protect its existence. That it must do.
It is another thing to urge or tolerate heresy
hunts at every stump and cross road in order
to smoke out and punish nonconformists of
every shade and stripe of opinion different
from that of the majority. We have been
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moving in that directlon. Btates and cities
as well as the Federal Government have en-
acted or are pressing to enactment drastic
antisubversive measures with ever greater
frequency. The tendency is always to go
much further than is needed, to paint the
barn in order to cover the knothole.

The consuming fear of communism has led
many sincere persons into the belief that loy-
alty and orthodoxy are synonymous. From
this viewpoint, any change, whether it be a
public housing program, a national health
program, or fair-employment-practice legis<
lation, is subversive and those who urge it
are either Communists or fellow travelers.
Othetrs not so sincere play on the fear of
communism for their own purposes.

‘With the possible exception of the days of
John Adams and the Alien and Sedition Acts
of 1798, and the more recent period of A,
Mitchell Palmer, it is more dangerous to be
an honest liberal today than in any other
period of American history.

The situation, of course, plays into Soviet
and Communist hands in several ways, aside
from the obvious one of moving us in the
direction of the wvery totalitarianism we
oppose.

It furnishes effective weapons to the op-

ponents of all pur liberal democratic pro- .

grams. It identifies Russia in the minds of
the other peoples of the world as the leading
exponent of the liberal causes to which the
Boviets give such vehement lip service—for
other countries, It falsely glorifies the
status quo as the true concept of American-
ism and democracy, when in fact these terms
mean a dynamic and continually evolving
adjustment between the rights and freedoms
of the individual and the requirements of the
society for order and security.

Finally, excessively drastic internal-secu-
rity legislation—such as the Mundt-Fergu-
son bill, which is the present version of the
Eightieth Congress Mundt-Nixon bill—is
not only not necessary to protect our secu=
rity but it will actually hurt it,

If the Mundt-Nixon bill had been on the
books 2 years ago, when it was first being
strongly pressed, it would not have caught
a single spy. It would not have caught
Fuchs. It would not have caught Gold. It
would not have caught Judith Coplon. It
would not have caught any of the others.
Such persons can only be.caught by intelli-
gent and aggressive counterespionage tactics
and personnel. In the person,of the FBI
we have a capable counterespionage agency
which is constantly improving in experience
and results.

However, it 15 interesting to note that if
the President's present legislative recom-
mendations to strengthen the laws against
espionage had been law 2 years ago, not
only would it have been much easler to con-
vict these sples who have been convicted in
the last two years, but it would also have
been possible to convict others who were
beyond the reach of existing esplonage stat-
utes. It iz also interesting to note that
these recommendations were submitted to
Congress by the Department of Justice about
2 years ago. .

Moreover, it must never be forgotten that
we already have on the books a powerful
and sharp-fanged law directed against sub-
versive activity. This is the Bmith Act,
which became law in 1940. Under this act,
11 leading Communist leaders in the United
States were convicted in October 1940 for
conspiring to advocate the overthrow of this
Government by force and violence and for
conspiring to form an organization—the
Communist Party of the United States—for
the same purpose.

On August 1, 1950, in a historic decision
handed down by Judge Learned Hand, one
of the Nation’s most highly respected jurists,
the United States Court of Appeals for the
Becond . Circuit unanimously confirmed this
conviction, This is the Nation's answer to
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Communist or other totalitarian leaders who
consider themselves above the law.

The Government’s ability to deal with
Communist subversion has been greatly
strengthened by this decision.

Let us not forget that in Germany and
Austria we destroyed the Nazi Party, which
had millions of members, as an effective sub-
versive force by arresting only a fraction of
1 percent of Iits membership—its active
and dangerous leaders. In Italy we did the
same thing with the Fascist Party. In the
United States there are less than 55,000
members of the Communist Party. That is
about 1 percent of the membership which
the Nazi Party had in Germany.

There is another internal security factor
to be considered which also argues against
the enactment of unnecessary repressive
legislation.

Today national policy must be based on
the best possible intelligence obtainable.
Intelligence is infermation, nothing more
or less.

In the largest sense a dictatorship almost
by definition cannot have a good top-level
intelligence service because dictators simply
will not listen to intelligence—informa-
tion—which conflicts with their own pre-
determined views. If the chief Russian in-
telligence officer in the United States told
Stalin that this country had the greatest
economic potential the world had ever seen,
that the possibility of a depression or eco-
nomic collapse in the foreseeable future
were fantastic, that despite some blots on
our record we were still the freest country in
this imperfect world, he would be most for-
tunate if he merely ended up in Siberia in
a labor camp.

The fact of the matter is that it is almost
certain that Stalin is getting his information
about the United States—the information on
which he bases Russian national policy—
from the mouthings of the Daily Worker and
its right-wing colleagues, the Chicago Trib-
une, the Washington Times-Herald, and the
New York Daily News. He is also getting it
from the speeches of a consistent party-liner
in the House of Representatives as well as
from the speeches of certain extreme right-
wing Republicans in both Houses, whose
policy line since the Korean aggression has
often closely approximated that of the Com-
munist Party. It is fairly certain, therefore,
that Stalin is getting bad top-level strategic
intelligence out of the United States. Un-
fortunately that is not only bad for Russia,
but it is bad for the United States and it is
bad for world peace.

On the other hand, a democracy such as
the United States has the potentialities of
a good intelligence service because a democ-
racy believes in freedom of speech and opin-
ion and tolerates every shade of viewpoint,
however unorthodox, short of actual subver-
slon, History has again and agaln revealed
that the unorthodox of one period may be the
generally accepted truth of a succeeding
period. Out of this clash of opinions and
ideas a democracy can winnow the truth
because the democratic heads of a demo-
cratic state are not afraid to hear the truth
even If it is uncomfortable.

If we press for repressive and drastic anti-
subversive legislation, we will dry up our in-
telligence—our information—at the grass
roots. People will be afraid to express any
viewpoint or idea that is not completely in
conformity with orthodox thinking—even
high Government officials would be afraid
to do so. Under these circumstances our
nationals leaders will not be able to get the
reliable information which is the only basis
upon which sound national policy can be
founded. No more terrible blow could be
struck against our national security,

Judge Learned Hand expressed the same
thought in different fashion in his opinion
earlier this month. The protection of the
first amendment to our Constitution, which
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safeguards free speech and a free press, he
sald, “does not presuppose that utterances,
divergent from current official opinion, are
more likely to be true than that opinion, it
does presuppose that official opinion may
be wrong, and that one way—and perhaps
the best way—to correct or supplement it
is complete freedom of criticism and protest.
This may convince the officials themselves,
and in any event it may rouse up a body
of contrary opinion to which they will yleld
or whi:h will displace them.”

Accordingly, we must avolid repressive and
drastic internal security legislation, not only
because it will hurt those individual rights
which we hold dear but also because it will
strike a terrible blow at the very internal
security which it seeks to protect.

The wise and sound counterespionage and
internal security recommendations which
the President has submitted to Congress
should be enacted. But this should not be
used as a pretext for the passage, in the
name of internal security, of other legisla-
tion which is unnecessary and will impair
our heritage of freedom and the very secu-
rity we are seeking to protect.

Mr. LEHMAN obtained the floor,

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Szn-
ator from Michigan will state it.

Mr. FERGUSON. The parliamentary
inquiry is as to the number of times the
junior Senator from New York has
spoken on this particular question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that the Sznator from
New York has spoken only once upon
the pending guestion.

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Chair,

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes, Mr. President;
that is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has been recog-
nized.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish
to associate myself with remarks made
by the distinguished junior Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DovcrLas] at the beginning
of his speech. I desire to make it very
clear that there is no disposition among
those of us on this side of the issue,
among those who are speaking in behalf
of support for the President’s veto mes-
sage, unreasonably or unnecessarily to
delay or postpone a vote on this bill,

The President’s message, as Senators
will recall, reached this Chamber at
about 5 o’clock yesterday afternoon.
Very shortly thereafter, the motion to
override the President’s veto was made.
It was made shortly after the clerk had
read the veto message, and before many
of the Members of the Senate had a
chance to consider the contents of the
message. Of course it was impossible for
any of the newspapers, either afternoon
or morning, to carry the veto message.

My associates and I felt it was impor-
tant that sufficient time be given so that
the contents of the President’s veto mes=
sage would be laid before the people of
the United States and so that an oppor=-
tunity would be given to the Members
of the Senate to read carefully the veto
message and consider the points in op-
position raised by the President of the
United States.

Yesterday afternoon I suggested that
the vote on the question of overriding
the veto be postponed until today. Of
course, that suggestion or request was
refused.
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I feel that those who, like myself, be-
lieve that the President’s veto should be
supported, have made a real contribution
to the orderly consideration of an impor-
tant measure which will affect the lives
of millions and millions and millions of
people in the United States; and there-
fore we made it our aim to delay the vote
on this bill until some hour this after-
noon.

Again I wish to emphasize the fact that
there is no disposition or intention on
the part of those who feel the way I
do, and who have spoken in behalf of
support of the President’s veto, and in
opposition to the motion made by the
senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
Carran] to override the President’s veto,
to delay or postpone consideration of
that motion beyond a reasonable hour
this afternoon, so that there will be
plenty of time to take the vote.

Mr. President, I should like to make a
brief declaration of faith and principles.

All my life I have fought for liberty
and equality and against oppression and
tyranny, both at home and abroad. All
my life I have supported and fervently
advoecated the prineiples of American
constitutional democracy. I have al-
ways opposed any movement which
would have the effect of undermining
American institutions, Communism has

-always impressed me as an odious system

totally repugnant to the American con-
cepts of government. I have always
fought communism and the efforts of
Communists.

- As fascism represents the denial of
truth, communism represents the utter
corruption of truth. Because Commu-
nists in the United States are stooges of
Moscow and are at the beck and call of
Soviet imperialism with its aggressive de-
signs, I consider American Communists
capable of any kind of subversive ac-
tivity. I believe that we must check and
punish all subversive activities.

I believe that we must wage an unre-
mitting battle to keep the American peo-
ple or any substantial number of them
from falling victim to the false promises
of communism and at the same time we
must protect the American Nation
against overt conspiracy, sabotage, or
espionage. I have long been engaged in
that battle and intend to continue the
fight.

I do not, however, propose to allow my
zeal in this regard to lead me into the
fundamental error of playing into the
hands of the Communists by prejudicing
the rights of the vast majority of the
American people. By indirection that
would be doing Moscow’s bidding, I will
not willingly take such a step. I am
even less willing to do so because I am
convinced the proposals we are consider-
ing today will not only endanger the
basic rights of all our citizens but would,
in fact, detract from our internal
security.

‘We are professed champions of liberty.
We say that we stand for freedom for
the individual, for all individuals. That
is our banner in today’s world struggle.
Thus, those nations and peoples abroad
who also call themselves free, and the
peoples who aspire to freedom, will be
disheartened if we in this country move
in the direction of the police state in
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order to meet the threat of the police
state.

I am fully aware, Mr. President, of the
dangers from the Communists in this
country today. It is my belief, however,
that we face no real danger from their
views, but rather from their subversive
activities. Against subversive activities
we must guard curselves. We may need
additional security laws for that purpose.
But if we outlaw views, and penalize per-
sons for their thoughts and beliefs, we
will grant the Communists a victory
which they have not won. And the
world will be on notice that in this home
of freedom, we do not dare grant all per-
sons the right to express their views and
compete in the market place of ideas.

I, for one, shall wholeheartedly sup-
port all legislation which is proved to be
necsssary for the preservation of our
country and the protection of our people
against subversion or overt attack.

But my firm and fervent belief is that
our main strength lies in our liberties.
In the freedom which we permit to all,
lies our strength to oppose not only the
enemies of freedom in our country but all
the enemies of freedom abroad,

In any situation in which these free-
doms should be abused in # way to con-
stitute a present danger to the freedom
of all, I would take nrompt and judicious
steps to curtail these abuses and protect
this eountiry and its institutions.

That is why, Mr. President, I joined
recently with a number of other Senators
in cosponsoring S. 4061, the so-called
administration internal security bill. I
believe that the measures embodied in
that bill are necessary for the protection
of our country’s internal security.

But first, Mr. President, I wish to ad-
dress myself to that aspect of this legisla-
tion whick is of most concern to us at
this very moment, the aspect of internal
security.

We already have on the statute books
more than 20 laws to control and penalize
subversive activities such as espionage,
sabotage, and failure to register as a for-
eign agent. We also have the Smith Act,
recently upheld by the court of appeals,
which makes membership in the Com-
munist party prima facie evidence of
criminal intent. Hence, the only opera-
tive provisions of the Mundt-Ferguson
bill are completely unnecessary.

Nevertheless, there are certain provi-
sions of our present antisubversive laws
which the security experts tell us need
tightening up. That was the purpose of
Senate bill 4061, the administration’s
internal security bill.

I believe that Senate bill 4061 is a
proper and necessary measure. The
added security which this measure would
give us against espionage and sabotage
is desirable and essential. Senate bill
4061 plugs a number of legal loopholes in
the Antiespionage Act. It provides for
the proper detention and supervision of
the activities of deportable aliens, some
of whom may be subversives. It estab-
lishes penalties for the unauthorized dis-
closure or receipt of classified informa-
tion to agents or representatives of a
foreign power. It permits the President
to guard military and other installations
vital to the national security from pos-
sible spies and saboteurs, These are all
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essential measures in these critical times,
These measures will positively and con-
structively strengthen our internal se-
curity.

On the other hand, the MeCarran om-
nibus bill, and the Mundt-Ferguson bill,
are quite another matter. These are
sweeping, all-embracing bills whose
scope and content I venture to say are
not understood by the majority of the
American people. There are Members of
this Senate who do not, in my judgment,
fully comprehend the dangers, both to
our security and to our way of life, lurk-
ing in these measures.

The proponents of these measures
merely describe them as security meas-
ures, and as antisubversive bills, as meas-
ures designed to expose Communists, and
to bring them out into the open. Mr.
President, as I hope to be able to show,
these bills do not conform to these speci-
fications, Their labels are entirely mis-
leading.

These bills will not expose but will
submerge the Communist Party and its
affiliated grovps. True, the Communist
Party today operates to a considerable
extent underground. These bills will
drive Communists completely under-
ground. Dangerous icebergs in the
northern seas are always two-thirds sub-
merged. But what sailor would say that
icebergs would be less dangerous if they
were totally submerged and out of sight?
I shall return to this point in a mo-
ment,

I know that a great deal of thought
has gone into the drafting of the Mundt-
Ferguson bill. Proponents of the bill
argue that it is in its present form per-
fectly constitutional. I am not a lawyer
but I disagree completely. In any event,
I certainly am not willing to abdicate
my responsibilities as a Senator and look
to the Supreme Court to stop this unwise
and dangerous legislation.

I know that this whole matter is a
subject on which sincere and reasonable
men may honestly differ. The veterans’
organizations which are supporting the
Mundt-Ferguson bill are inspired, I am
sure, by patriotic motives. I honor them
for their deep concern for the security
of our country. But I tell them today,
as I am telling my colleagues in the
Senate, that most of the provisions of
the Mundt-Ferguson bill, which are also
contained in the MecCarran omnibus
bill, are not only unwise and unneces-
sary, but are inimical and prejudicial to
our national security and to the very
purposes which the supporters of this
proposed legislation have in mind.

Mr. President, the most dangerous
thing we could do at this critical moment
in our history would be to abandon cool
reason and logic and yield to hysteria.
That is what Moscow hopes we shall do.
That is what some of the provisions in
zhe Mundt-Ferguson bill would have us

0.

However, Mr. President, in regard to
our internal security, which must be our
chief concern, we must estimate our real
danger and must move tp meet it with
means precisely calculated to combat it.

Let us look at the facts. On June 8
of this year Mr, J. Edgar Hoover, Direc-
tor of the FBI, told the Congress that
the total known Communist Party en-
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rollment in this country was 54,174. In
1947 Mr. Hoover had told the House
Un-American Committee that the mem-
bership of the Communist Party was
74,000.

If we pass the Mundt-Ferguson bill
and drive the Communists underground,
the numbers of real Communists will not
decrease, but will swell. Martyrdom is
contagious. Many fellow travelers and
dupes who are the simple fronis of the
Communist Party today and who do no
real harm to the national security would
be driven underground along with the
dangerous Communists. Then the num-
ber of potential spies, saboteurs, and
threats to our real national security
would increase and multiply.

Mr. President, the Mundt-Ferguson
bill, if it became law, would not catch in
its net a single spy, saboteur, or real con-
spirator who could not otherwise be ap-
prehended by the internal security agen-
cies of our Government, Any loopholes
which may exist will be tightly sealed if
the Congress approves the administra-
tion’s security bill, Senate bill 4061, of
which I am proud to be a cosponsor.

Instead of permitting the FBI to con-
centrate on watching and detecting the
real threats to our security if the Mundt-
Ferguson bill were to pass, the FBI would
be required to divert its efforts from the
essential responsibilities with which it is
charged and which it is discharging so
effectively.

True, we might catch a few Commu-
nists. But the real professional spies
and saboteurs are far too clever to be
caught in this net. They are not mem-
bers of the Communist Party, and keep
away from it. Neither Karl Fuchs nor
Harry Gold nor Judith Coplon were
members of the Communist Party. They
could never have been indicted for fail-
ing to register.

Mr. President, the official organ of the
Communist Party in Moscow, Pravda,
very recently quoted the great Commu-
nist god Lenin as having said 30 years
ago, that Communists should be grateful
to American capitalists for anti-Bolshe-
vik hysteria and persecutions.

“They work for us,” Lenin was quoted
as saying. “They help us interest the
masses in the question of the essence and
significance of bolshevism.” That was
Lenin speaking. Today Stalin and the
Politburo are, I am sure, eagerly watch-
ing what we in the Senate of the United
States will do.

It may well be, Mr. President, that the
top Communist planners would warmly
welcome the passage of Senate bill 2311
or Senate bill 4037.

Mr. President, a few historical facts
are interesting. The first country in the
world to outlaw the Communist Party
was imperial Russia. Seeking to repress
revolutionaries, agents of the Czar
rounded up liberals of every sort, and
jailed them or exiled them. Undoubt-
edly, there were many Communists
among those so jailed or exiled. Among
those who were so jailed and exiled were
three men now known to history by the
names of Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin,
Jail and exile helped rather than hin-
dered them, Russia, the first nation to
outlaw the Communists, was the first to
be ruled by the Communists. A hand-
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ful of persecuted Communists, who had
succeeded in frightening the Czar, led
an army of men and women who had
been oppressed and harassed and took
over a nation of 180,000,000 people.

Czechoslovakia outlawed its Commu-
nists in 1940. That did not prevent the
Comm-nists from taking over Czecho-
slovakia in 1947.

In recent years a number of countries
have attempted to stamp out commu-
nism by outlawing, jailing, or otherwise
repressing Communists, To the best of
my knowledge and belief there is not a
single country in the world where the
outlawing of the Communist Party has
resulted in a decrease of Communist ac-
tivity or the weakening of the Commu-
nist movement.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. KILGORE, Is it not a fact thatin
the development of the Christian re-
ligion the very efforts by the Romans
and by other nations to crush it caused it
to increase?

Mr, LEHMAN. I do not claim to be a
student of clerical or religious law, but
I have been so told.

Mr. KILGORE. It is also a fact, is it
not, that the various punishments meted
out to Christians in Rome and at various
other places caused the Christian re-
ligion to spread through Europe at a
speed which other religions had not
known?

Mr. LEHMAN. I think that is un-
doubtedly a fact.

Mr. KILGORE. For example,it caused
it to increase more rapidly than the
Mohammedan religion and other better
established religions, which had been
established prior to Christianity, Is that
not true?

Mr. LEHMAN, There is no doubt
about it. There is nothing more con-
tagious than the aura of martyrdom.

Mr. KILGORE. I thank the Senator,

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, we need
not look far across the seas or look far
back into history to study the effect of
repressive legislation on the Communist
movement. In 1929, Canada passed a
law similar in many respects to the pro-
posals advanced by the Senator from
South Dakota, the Senator from Michi-
gan, and the Senator from Nevada. In
1936 that law was repealed because the
Communist movement in Canada had
flourished rather than suffered under it.
In 1940 a stronger version of the same
kind of legislation was passed. That did
not prevent the most powerful and
dangerous atomic spy ring in history
reaching even into the Canadian Parlia-
ment, from being established subse-
quently, Canada repealed that law.

In our own history the only com-
parable measures were the notorious
Alien and Sedition Laws enacted in 1798.
Those laws were pushed through the
Congress during the course of the French
revolution. There were some Americans
who violently and vigorously urged the
new American Republic to go to the aid
of France in her wars against England.
They were ready to involve America in
war for the sake of a France which was
already turning to the dictatorship of
Napoleon Bonaparte, There were also in
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our midst some agents of France who
were seeking, by intrigue and subversion,
to achieve the same purpose. The
United States Congress passed the Alien
and Sedition Acts,

Mr. KILGORE, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr. KILGORE. Is it not a fact that
the very passage of those laws built up
the Democratic Party of Thomas Jeffer-
son to an extent to which it probably
would not otherwise have been built up?

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no doubt
about that, as I shall point out a little
later in my remarks, The administra-
tion of those laws rang the death knell
of the Federalist Party.

Mr. KILGORE. And spread the in-

crease of the Democratic Party at that -

time.

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no doubt
about it.

Mr. FERGUSON,
the Senator yield?
Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from
Michigan is interested in knowing
whether or not the Senator from New
York made the same address to the Sen-
ate that he is now making. Did not the
Senator from New York make this ad-
dress, verbatim, on September 5, 1950?
How does he explain that fact in view-of
the statement previously made that
there is no desire to delay a vote?

Mr. KILGORE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. Ishould like to read
this sentence and ask the question as to
whether or not it is not identical with
what the Senator is now saying.

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from New
York is very glad to answer the question.
The speech has many similarities, but it
is not identical. Many things have been
changed, and many things have been
omitted. The things which I am read-
ing today are arguments which I be-
lieve could be repeated time and time
again for the benefit of the Senate and
the people of the United States.

Mr. KILGORE and Mr. FERGUSON
addressed the Chair.

Mr, LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr, KILGORE. I ask the Senator
from New York whether it is not a fact
that the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma-
roNE] delivered the same speech yester-
day, the day before yesterday, and sev-
eral times before that? Is it not a fact
that the speech was identical, with the
exception of a few rufiles, with the speech
he has made on 10 or 12 or 15 occasions
on the floor of the Senate in the past 6
months?

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN, Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
from New York feel that the Senate of
the United States should be kept here
since 11 o'clock yesterday morning and
the Senator make almost the identical
speech he made on December 5?7 I wish
to read this paragraph:

In our own history the only comparable
measures were the notorious alien and sedi-
tion laws, enacted in 1798. Those laws were
pushed through the Congress during the

Mr. President, will
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course of the French Revolution. There
were some Americans who violently and
vigorously urged the new American Republic
to go to the aid of France in her wars against
England. They were ready to involve Amer=
ica in war for the sake of a France which was
already turning to the dictatorship of Na-
poleon Bonaparte. There were also in our
midst some agents of France who were seek=-
ing, by intrigue and subversion, to achieve
the same purpose. The United States Con=
gress passed the Alien and Sedition Acts.

Is it not true that the Senator from
New York used the identical language
only a minute ago?

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from
New York wishes tQ make a statement.

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; I wish the Sen-
ator would make an explanation, be-
cause I see no reason for being kept here
to hear the same speech.

Mr. LEHMAN. The paragraph which
the Senator has read is identical with
what is contained in my speech. I shall
go further than that and say that many
paragraphs in my speech are identical
with the one that has been read.

Mr. KEILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. May I point out in the
first place that the Senator from Illi-

nois [Mr. DoucrAs] this morning on be- -

half of his associates proposed a unani-
mous-consent agreement to vote on this
bill in the early hours of the afternoon?
That was refused, of course, on objection
by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CARRAN].

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. No, I shall yield only
when I have finished making my state-
ment. Aside from that, I wish to say to
the Senator from Michigan that when
certain things stand out—will the Sena-
tor listen?

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am making reply to
his inquiry. I think he should pay me
the courtesy of listening.

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. I was listen-
ing. That is why I noted the great
similarity.

Mr. LEHMAN. Certain things stand
out so clearly as truths that I make no
apology or explanation for repeating
them, repeating them, and repeating
them, just as often as I wish, and I hope
that on this oceasion the statement I was
reading, which is very similar and in cer-
tain ways identical with the one I made
before, will make an impression on the
distinguished Senator from Michigan.
Apparently it did not make an impres-
sion before.

Mr. FERGUSON and Mr. KILGORE
addressed the Chair.

Mr. LEHMAN. Let me say to the Sen-
ator from Michigan that I shall urge
the points which I have raised as often
as I think it desirable. I want the people
of the United States and the Members
of the Senate to know and appreciate
and realize and understand, if I may so
hope, the force and effect of the state-
ments which I have made.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator
from West Virginia.
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Mr. KILGORE. I ask the Senator
from New York if it is not a fact that
the Senator from Michigan sat idly by
for eleven and five-eighths hours the
day before yesterday while the Senator
from Nevada stood on the floor making
a speech?

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a
point of order. The Senator from New
York has the floor, I understand, and the
Senator from West Virginia is making a
statement, and not asking a question.

Mr, KILGORE. I am asking the Sen=-
ator from New York if that is not the fact,
that the Senator from Michigan stood
idly by for eleven and five-eighths hours
while the Senator from Nevada spoke on
slot machines in a debate which covered
the entire world, including the North
Pole, the South Pole, and all continents
interposed? I am asking that question
of the Senator from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. That isabsolutely cor-
rect. I may say that if I think repetition
of my speech will educate the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan, I shall
not only repeat it once, but I am pre-
pared to repeat it again and again.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. No; I shall not yield
until I have concluded the point I wish
to make. I wish to point out that every
word I have said on the floor of the Sen-
ate, both last night and this morning,
refers specifically and exclusively to the
pending business before the Senate. I
have not discussed any golf courses, golf
tournaments, tariffs, reciprocal trade
treaties, or a hundred and one other
things, by way of a filibuster. Every
word I have said refers to the pending
business and I hope to educate some of
my very good friends who are now facing
me.

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. LEHMAN., Yes,

MR. FERGUSON. If the Senator will
advise the Senator from Michigan that
he will quote the same speech he made
previously, the Senator will then not have
to remain, because he has heard all that
the Senator is going to say.

Mr. LEHMAN. I will say to the Sen-
ator that I will continue to make this
speech, and I shall undoubtedly have
some other things to say. I again point
out that obviously the speech which I
delivered on a previous occasion has not
been convincing. Therefore, since I am
an optimist, I live in hope that on this
occasion perhaps I shall convince my dis-
tinguished friend from Michigan.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from
Michigan having heard it and remem-
bered it so well that he recognized para-
graphs which were identical, there is no
need for him to hear it the second time.

Mr, LEHMAN. There are other mat-
ters, but certainly I do not want to im-
pose on the very good nature or the time
of my distinguished friend from Mich-
igan by insisting that he remain to lis-
ten to the speech again. I hope he will,
because, as I said, I always live in hcpe
that I may convince him,
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Mr. EILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr. KILGORE. I ask the Senator
from New York if it is not much more
advisable to speak on constructive
things, and reiterate and reiterate them,
than to speak upon slot machines and
reiterate and reiterate the losses that
may be occasioned to the people of the
United States.

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no doubt at
all about that, and, as I pointed out,
" there is not a word in my address now,
or in the one I gave hefore, that does
not refer specifically to the question
before the Senate.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
O’Conor in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from New York yield to the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. LEHMAN. 1 yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator men-
tioned the fact that he had hope that
Senators on the other side of the aisle
would listen to his speech. Would the
distinguished junior Senator from New
York say that his feeling is accurately
described by the saying from the Old

Testament: “Hope deferred maketh the_

heart sick”?

Mr. LEEMAN. I thank the Senator
from Illinois. That very adequately and
clearly describes my feeling,

If I may proceed, Mr. President.
These acts were never invoked against
French agents or against real pro-
vocateurs. Instead, they were invoked
against newspaper editors and political
Jeaders who were critical-of the Admin-
istration then in office in the United
States. The offenders were convicted,
jailed and fined. That law expired, un-
der its own terms, in two years. But
the American people were so revolted
at the uses to which that law had been
put, that the Federalist Party was turned
out of office. That party never again
won the trust of the American people
and soon dissolved. A succeeding Con-
gress appropriated money to repay the
fines assessed against those convicted
under these infamous acts.

The United States has never since, not
even in the tragic and troubled days of
the Civil War, enacted comparable leg-
islation.

Let us bear in mind that laws aimed
at a specific situation are frequently
found to be ufterly inapplicable to that
situation, but are invoked much later
in entirely other situations. Such a
sweeping bill as the present one is an
.open invitation to that kind of misuse.

My own State of New York passed an
antianarchist law back in 1901, after
the assassination of President McKinley
by an anarchist. However that law has
never been invoked against an anarchist.
It has been invoked against others. Who
knows whether the bill now before us,
designed to be invoked against Commu-
nists, might not some day be invoked,
by irresponsible men against political
parties or other organizations of a per-
fectly legitimate character,

There is a long-standing Federal
statute which punishes with imprison-
ment any individual who makes a wilful
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threat to take the life of the President of
the United States. However during
World War I, this law was invoked to
convict a man in Beaumont, Tex., who
wsa opposed to Woodrow Wilson’s war
policies, and declared, in the course of
an argument, “I wish Wilson was in hell,
and if I had the power, I would put him
there.” The Texas courts ruled that this
was, in effect, a threat to kill the Presi-
dent.

I have merely cited this case to show
to what unforeseen uses even the best
of laws may be put. And when we come
to a proposal like the Mundt-Ferguson
bill which sets up as criteria of guilt a
long series of standards which are so
dangerously vague as to constitute, in
my judgment, a grant of unlimited

power to punish for almost any kind of-

unorthodox thinking, and behavior
which might happen to impress some
official as being suspicious, I say that
we are venturing out upon deep and
dangerous waters. .

I should like to refer again to my own
State of New York where in 1919 a
committee of the legislature, called the
Lusk committee, outlined a case against
certain members of the legislature who
had been elected on the Socialist Party
ticket.

The Lusk committee described the
Socialist Party as “having a single pur-
pose of destroying our institutions and
Government and substituting the Rus-
sian-Soviet Government—an anti-na-
tional party whose allegiance is given
to the Internationale and not to the
United States.” On the basis of this
finding, which is strikingly similar to
the legislative finding in section 2 of the
Muhdt-Ferguson bill and also to section
2 of the McCarran omnibus bill, the five
Socialists were expelled from the New
York Assembly.

A great American statesman and a
great citizen of New York State, paren-
thetically, a highly respected and be-
loved predecessor of mine in the gov-
ernorship of New York, a man whose
memory we honor and revere today,
Alfred E. Smith, denounced the expul-
sion of the Socialists from the New York
Legislature in these words: “Our faith
in American demoeracy is confirmed not
only by its results but by its methods
and organs of free expression. They are
the safeguards against revolution. To
discard the methods of representative
government leads to the misdeeds of the
very extremists we denounce—and serves
to increase the number of the enemies
of orderly free government.”

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LEHMAN., I yield to the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
remember the famous slogan of Alfred
E. Smith, “Let's look at the record”? It
would save us a great deal of time here
‘this morning if we followed that quota-
tion, would it not?

Mr. LEHMAN. Iremember that state-
ment of Alfred E. Smith, because I was
his associate, as the Senator knows, for
a great many years. I wish to say that
I am extremely glad to see my friends
following my remarks so closely. I have
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not great confidence, but I live in the
hope that perhaps by rereading my re-
marks they may see the error of their
ways.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. KILGORE. Speaking about look-
ing at the record, it is worth while to look
at the record of the past 2 days, let me .
say to the Senator from New York, about
the question of slot machines and the
question of ecriminology in interstate
shipments of slot machines. Does not
the Senator think we should look at the
record also to see whether or not & voice
was raised to aid in blocking the effort to
prevent the shipment of slot machines in
interstate commerce?

Mr. LEHMAN. I fully agree with the
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. No; I am not yet
through my answer; and I shall then
yield to the Senator from Illinois, who
was on his feet.

The Senator from New York does not
remember a single cricitism or a single
objection raised to a speech which lasted
nearly a dozen hours, in which the pend-
ing business was mentioned in a merely
perfunctory way.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Since the Senator
has again expressed his hope that the
Senators on the other side of the aisle
will read the record closely, would not
the distinguished junior Senator from
New York say that the Greek myth of
Pandora’s box was applicable here, be-
cause when Pandora opened her box, the
junior Senator from New York will re-
member, the various evils were let out on
the world, and the last thing that Pan-
dora hoped would come out was hope
itself, but hope never appeared. It re-
mained at the bottom of the box, the
lid having been closed before it came out.
Would the Senator say that he has been

. almost in the role of Pandora this morn-

ing, hoping against hope that hope
would be justified, and yet finding this
hope continuously shuf up in the hard.
and cruel box of misunderstanding?

Mr. LEHMAN. 1 fully agree with the
Senator from Illinois. I have held this
high hope, but I have been disappointed,
so that I certainly have the same im-
pression the Senator from Illinois has.
But I have another impression, a very
definite and strong one, that my respect-
ed colleagues who have been questioning
me, and who seem a little disturbed at
my remarks, do not like to hear the
things I have been saying, not because
they are bored, but because the things I
have been saying are so frue that they
hit home, and they do not like to have
them go in the Recorp again. That is
a very definite impression which I have
formed in listening to the questions.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator
from California. -
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Mr. ENOWLAND. Does not the Sen-
ator from New York believe that the
little story just told by the Eenator from
Illinois about Pandora’s box might have
a different application also, namely, that
our good and liberal friends on the other
side of the aisle, who always heretofore
have been opposed to Senate filibusters,
have injected a new type of technique
into the Senate of the United States for
filibusters in the future, in that the same
speeches will be made again and again
and again?

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad the Senator
raised that question, because I want to
make it clear, beyond any question that
my associates and I who are merely try-
ing to support the President’s veto have
not engaged and did not intend to en-
gage in a filibuster of any kind. We
have merely demanded our right to be
heard, to bring this matter into the open,
to let the people of the United States,
through the press, through the radio,
know what the situation is. We have
stated time and time again that we do
not intend or desire to hold up the vote
on this measure, but we are willing now—
and I repeat the very clear offer of my
distinguished colleague from Illinois—to
enter into a unanimous-consent agree-
ment to take a recess, if that is the wish
of the Senate, and to take up this matter
again at 2 o’clock, and have an hour and
a half or two hours of debate, and vote
at a certain time, which I believe was 4
o'clock. Certainly there is not the
slightest possibility that that constitutes
a filibuster,

I may point out that my distinguished
friends, the Senator from California [Mr,
Knowranp] and the Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. Fercuson] by raising ques-
tions which are not germane to the sub-
jeet at all, have consumed much more
time than I have done in the reading of
my remarks., I am perfectly willing to
continue to read my previous remarks—
of course, I am happy to yield for ques-
tions—because I think my remarks are
so vital, so sound, so definitely germane
and to the point, that even now I have
not wholly given up hope of convincing
my distinguished friends.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. We have been using
Old Testament and Greek mythological
analogies. Would the distinguished
junior Senator from New York say that
the situation could accurately be de-
seribed in the definition of faith found in
one of Paul’s Epistles, “Now faith is the
substance of things hoped for, the evi-
dence of things not seen”? The Senator
still has faith that the Senators on the
other side of the aisle will be moved by
the arguments which the Senator is ad-
vancing, even though the Senator does
not have the evidence of things not seen.

Mr. LEHMAN., I have faith that per-
haps we are going to be surprised at the
manner in which Senators will vote to
support the President's veto. I have
very great hope that the veto will be
sustained. I wurge my distinguished
friends to vote to sustain the veto.

Now may I ask my distinguished friend
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGU=-
soN] who has the ‘JONGRESSIONAL RECORD
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before him, to refer to my speech pre-
viously made, as it appears in the Rec-
orp. He will see that I follow it closely.
Perhaps he will be convinced if he fol-
lows my statement carefully.

A great American statesman and a great
citizen of New York State whose memory
we honor and revere today. Al Smith, de-
nounced the expulsion of the Soclalists from
the New York Legislature in these words:

Mr. President, I am repeating this
again, although I read it just 2 minutes
ago, because I think it is so impeortant
that I should like further to impress i
on the minds of Senators. -

Our faith in American democracy is con=
firmed not only by its results but by its
methods and organs of free expression. They
are the safeguards against revolution. To
discard the methods of representative gov=-
ernment leads to the misdeeds of the very
extremists we denounce—and serves to in-
crease the number of the enemies of orderly
free government,

Did my friends follow, in the REcorbp,
my statement, or would they like me to
read it again?

Mr. FERGUSON. I followed the
Senator in his reading.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEEMAN. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
the distinguished junior Senator from
New York was always one of the strong-
est backers of the distinguished Gover-
nor of New York, Alfred E. Emith?

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no doubt
about it. I was as far back as 1922, I
believe.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The distinguished
junior Senator from New York supported
Alfred E. Smith for the governorship and
supported him for the Presidency and
went with him all through the twenties?

Mr, LEHMAN. I voted for him in 1924
in the Democratic Convention. I man-
aged his campaign for governor in 1926,
I was chairman of the national finance
committee when he ran for the Presi-
dency in 1928, and I was a fellow candi-
date with him in 1928 when I was first
elected Lieutenant Governor of the State
of New York.

Mr. DOUGLAS. One of the things
which endear the junior Senator from
New York to so many of us is the fact
that he helped give Al Smith his start in
the New York State and in the national
arenas.

Mr. LEHMAN. In 1799 a committee
of the House of Representatives, urging
the continuance of the Sedition Act, re-
ported—and we need only substitute
Russia for France in the quotation I am
going to read:

France appears to have an organized sys=-
tem of conduct toward foreign nations; to
bring them within the sphere and under the
domination of her influence and control. It
has been unremittingly pursued under all the
changes of her internal policy. Her means
ar: in wonderful coincidence with her ends;
among these, and not the least successful,
is the direction and employment of the active
and versatile talents of her citizens abroad
as emissaries and spies.

Mr. President, public debate on the
bills now before us has been raging for
many weeks and months. Yet I doubt
if more than an insignificant percentage
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of the American public is familiar with
or understands the provisions contained
in this legislation.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr, KNOWLAND., I may ask the Sen-
ator this question: Was it by inadver-
tence that he left out the two lines as
follows:

These words, too, have a strangely familiar
ring today.

Mr, LEHMAN. I have cut out a great
deal of the language previously used, but
it is perfectly true that they do have a
strangely familiar ring today.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr, LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
we can learn a great deal from apho-
risms, and is not one of the most pungent
of these aphorisms:

Men need not so much to be informed as
to be reminded.

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes; and I thank the
Senator very much.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not that particu-
larly applicable to the arguments which
the junior Senator from New York is
now making, and which seem to fall on
the somewhat deaf ears of our good
friends across the aisle?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes; I fully agree, and
I thank the Senator very much.

Mr, DOUGLAS. In other words, they
need to be reminded as well as to be in-
formed.

Mr. LEHMAN. I think they need to
be reminded. I want to repeat what I
have said before. If at the conclusion
of this speech I gain the impression or
have the idea that I have made an im-
press on these gentlemen, and I hope
I shall do so—I would not hesitate to read
the speech two or three times. Then the
Senators could do whatever they wanted
to do by way of speaking, and I would
gladly listen to them,

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield, but I want to
point out it is the Senators on the other
side of the aisle who are filibustering,
I want to complete my speech. I do not
want to delay matters. However, I am
perfectly willing to repeat what I have
previously said, with the hope that I
may convince Senators on the other side
who listen.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator indi-
cated that he would not hesitate to do it.
I wonder whether the better statement is
that he did not hesitate to do it.

Mr. LEHMAN, I certainly did not
hesitate to do it; but I go a step further
and say that I would not hesitate to do
it again and again and again. [Laugh-
ter.1

Mr. President, public debate on the
bills now before us has been raging for
many weeks and months. Yet I doubt
if more than an insignificant percentage
of the American public is familiar with
or understands the provisions contained
in this proposed legislation.

I may say parenthetically—and this is
not in my original speech—that I very
much hope that the debate, which has
been carried on now for 16 or 18 hours,
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I believe, will serve to enlighten the
American people respecting some of the
defects of the legislation which is now
pending before the Senate.

The actions proposed fto be taken
under the terms of the Mundt-Ferguson
and McCarran bills are manifold. The
provision for the registration of Com-
munist political organizations and Com-
munist-front organizations is but one
aspect—the foot in the door which opens
the way to all the other unfortunate
provisions in these measures.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr,
Mounptl, who is the chief architect of
this legislation, has, himself, stated as
recently as March 17 of this year:

I do not believe that all the Communists
in America are going to register simply be-
cause the law says that they should, and I
think that we are still going to need the
FBI, and we are still going to need the House
Committee on Un-American Activities and
a great number of other alert people to find
the people who decline to register.

That, of course, has been acknowl-
edged by everyone, and has been pointed
out time and time again on the floor of
the Senate during the course of the de-
bate. I agree with him. But I will go
one step further, and say that very few,
if any, Communists are going to register.
And then as the Senator from South
Dakota says, it is going to require the
FEI and a great number of alert people
to investigate, to gather evidence and
indiet all those who fail to register, It
has been pointed out in the debate here-
tofore on this floor that the FBI, there-
fore, instead of hunting spies, will be
hunting people who, in the opinion of
some official in the United States Gov-
ernment, ought to register under this
act. The staff of the Attorney General
will be occupied with filing charges and
seeking indictments against individuals
who, on principles, will decline to regis-
ter, although the Subversive Activities
Control Board may feel that they should.

As pointed out earlier today very
clearly by my distinguished colleague the
junior Senator from Illinois, there will
be trials, hearings, appeals, and further
appeals. Legal experts have estimated
that it will require 4 years before the
Supreme Court can hand down a decision
in even one of these cases. And I be-
lieve the junior Senator from Illinois
estimates that in some cases, before final
action can be taken and the man im-
prisoned, it may take in excess of 4 years,
including the administrative control ac-
tion and the action in the courts, includ-
ing appeals.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator may
yield to me, without losing the floor
thereby, so I may be permitted to am-
plify that statement.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from Illinois for that pur-
pose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say, Mr. Pres-
ident, that in my speech earlier this day
I merely traced two steps; first the step
under which an organization would be
listed as a Communist-action organiza-
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tion, in the phraseology of the pending
bill; I said that in order to get an indi-
vidual listed as a Communist, if he did
not come forward himself, it would take
from 2 to 4 years, and then there would
be a further period which might be in
excess even of 4 years if all 55,000 cases
were prosecuted. But this is merely the
beginning, because criminal prosecutions
would have to occur after these two
steps, and there would be trial, with ap-
peal, and there would be criminal
charges, and trial, with appeal. So that
this would still further prolong the ac-
tual punishment of individuals judged to
be Communists, who had not registered.
It might amount to 10 or 12 years of
actual imprisonment,

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Illinois. I think his statement is
very useful and very informative.

There will be hearings, trials, appeals
and further appeals. Legal experts have
estimated that it will take 4 years before
the Supreme Court can hand down a
decision in even one of these cases. It
will be 4 years before we know whether
this law is constitutional. For 4 years
we will have these indictments hanging
over hundreds, and perhaps thousands,
of people before one Communist ean be
sent to jail for failing to register. And
meanwhile, springing up all over the
land, will be new organizations, new
fronts under new names set up just as
fast as old ones are put under the ban
of this act. This machinery is so cum-
bersome it creaks. It will prove to have
no effect whatsoever.

Individuals and organizations who do
register will immediately be subject to
certain penalties and forfeitures of
rights. Organizations will be required to
stamp all literature and letters sent out
and intended to be read by two or more
persons with the label, Disseminated by
a Communist Organization.

The content of the literature or letter
will be immaterial. If an organization,
determined by the Subversive Activities
Control Board to be a Communist-front
organization, sends out a brochure call-
ing for the repeal of the Taft-Hartley
Act, that brochure will have to be labeled
as being mailed by a Communist organ-
ization. If they send out an invitation
to a tea party, it will have to be labeled
as being disseminated by a Communist
organization.

How is this legislation to be enforced?
The answer is very simple. The enforce-
ment agencies will have to go through
the mails, look into every lefter and
every piece of literature to see from
what kind of an organization it ema-
nates. Privacy of the mails will be gone,
And an army of snoopers will necessarily
be let loose to pry into the personal and
private affairs of all our citizens. No
individual writing to wife, husband,
broker, lawyer, or doctor will be sure
that his communication will not be read
and abstracted by some agent in pursuit
of evidence that this letter was one of
those mailed by a Communist or Commu-
nist-front organization.

As I have said, the Mundt-Ferguson
bill and the McCarran bill go much,
much further than requiring a Commu-
nist or Communist-front group to reg-
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ister. For example, there is the sedition
section. For example, there is the sec-
tion which, out of hand, makes it a
penal offense to be a Communist or to
be a Fascist, although home-grown Fas-
cists, without foreign connections are
presumably exempted from penalty.
But this provision is as broad as all
outdoors.

But who is to determine what act
might contribute to the establishment
of a totalitarian dictatorship in the
United States? There are those in this
country who argue loudly and vehement-
ly that public housing and rent control
are substantial contributions to the es-
tablishment of a totalitarian dictator-
ship in the United States. There are
those who say the same thing about Fed-
eral social security or public power de-
velopment or compulsory health insur-
ance. Only a few weeks ago FEPC was
described on the floor of the Senate as
Communist inspired.

Mr. President, I wish the Members of
the Senate now present would listen to
this statement; I think it is important,

In November 1948, Mr. President, over
a million American citizens went to the
polls and voted for the candidate of the
Progressive Party for President. I be-
lieve, as many others do, that many of
the leaders of the Progressive Party had
close Communist connections and rigidly
followed the party line. Would that
make a million Americans subject to the
penalties set forth in this bill? Our jails
are not big enough to hold all those who
might be condemned to them by this
provision, and by many other sections of
this legislative proposal.

Communists, of course, would obvious-
1y be indictable and subject to imprison-
ment under the provisions of section 4a.
Yet, at the same time, they are required
to register as Communists under the
terms of section 8 of the same bill. In
other words, one section requires them
to register, and another section puts
them in jail for registering. This is not
legislation; it is a parody on legislation.

Of course the heart of this proposed
legislation lies in the definition of what
is a Communist or Communist-front or-
ganization. The standards by which the
Subversive Activities Board is to deter-
mine whether an organization is Com-
munist are, as I have said, broad and
vague. I shall not list them all. I shall
just read a few.

The extent to which the organization
falls to disclose or resists effiorts to obtain
information as to its membership by keep-
ing membership lists in code, by instructing
members to refuse to acknowledge mem-
bership, or by any other method.

The extent to which it falls to disclose
or resists efforts to obtain information as
to records other than membership lists.

The extent to which its meetings are se-
cret and otherwise operates on a secret basis,

I need not discuss these particular cri-
teria at any length. Their dangerous po-
tentialities are obvious. Many Ilabor
unions keep their membership lists
secret. Many labor unions, especially in
some sections of this country, hold meet-
ings in secret and certainly resist efforts
to obtain information as to their mem-
bership lists. This is as necessary to a
union seeking to organize an unorganized
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area or plant as is the right of collec-
tive bargaining itself.

Another criterion is—

The extent to which its prinecipal leaders
or a substantial number of its members are
subject to or recognizes the disciplinary
power of (a) foreign government or foreign
organizations or its representatives.

What about an international labor
union under this section? The interna-
tional presidents of several of our unions
are not American citizens. What if a
Canadian should be elected international
president of the United Automobile
Workers Union. That is a possibility.
The UAW has powerful branches in
Canada. Would the Automobile Work-
ers’ Union then be subject to listing as
a Communist organization? It certainly
might.

This sort of evidence, without an re-
strictions, may be used by the board to
determine whether an organization is a
Communist - organization.  Naturally
there are other criteria which deal with
the political views of such an organiza-
tion. These criteria are likewise vague.

It is frequently difficult enough, as any
lawyer or judge knows—Mr. President,
this has been pointed out, I believe, in a
speech by the Attorney General of the
United States—to establish the fact of
whether a man had committed murder,
or theft, ar assault, or perjury. But in
the Mundt-Ferguson bill, we enter into
an entirely new field—that of determin-
ing whether a man has dangerous
thoughts or ideas.

Subsection 4, paragraph F of section 14
lists as one of the criteria the board shall
use for determining whether an organ-
ization is a Communist front, the follow-
ing language.

Mr. President, I hope the Senators now
present will pay attention to this lan-
guage: :

The extent to which the positions taken
or advanced by it from time to time on
matters of policy do not deviate from those
of any Communist political organization,
Communist forelgn government, or the
World Communist Movement referred to.

This definition could lead to action
against almost any organization which
at any time has taken a stand for public
housing, for fair employment practices,
for the Brannan plan, for rent control,
for health insurance, against that Taft-
Hartley Act or against aid to Franco.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
Senator yield for a question?

Mr, LEHMAN., Yes.

Mr., KILGORE. Is it not a fact that
prior to the installation of our present
postal department and postal service, it
cost $1 to send a letter from Boston to
New York?

Mr, LEHMAN. I believe that is so.

Mr. KEILGORE, Is it not also true
that in those early days it cost corre-
spondingly large sums to send letters to
other places?

Is it not also a fact that it cost tre-
mendous amounts of money to have
express shipments delivered in various
parts of the United States, until there
was established as a part of the Govern-
ment the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, which controls the railroads and
shipments by railroads?

Mr. LEHMAN. Undoubtedly that is so.
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Mr. KILGORE. Is it not also a fact"

that the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion has abolished the idea of giving free
passes to the customers of the railroads,
and all that sort of thing, and also the
idea of giving special freight rates to
certain companies? Is not that a fact?

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly.

Mr, KILGORE. Is it not also a fact
that that idea is somewhat of a com-
munistic nature?

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly those who
advocated those things years and years
ago were accused of being Communists;
and they may have been so accused since
that time.

Mr. EILGORE. Is it not also true
that at times we can exclude parts of
the whole, and still keep a democratic
government,  without accepting the
whole?

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no doubt of

t.

Mr. KILGORE. Is it not also a fact
that if we do that, as we have in the
past, we shall probably have a better
system to take care of our people, with-
out destroying or tearing up things as
they are., If we could spread that idea
over the world would it not be easier to
tone down communism and tone up
democracy; in other words, to lift democ-
racy and lower the crazy ideologies of
communism?

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no question
about that.

Mr. KILGORE. However, if we pun-
ish the person who believes, shall we say,
in public ownership of the power com-
panies which we have in the TVA, we
wreck the entire structure of public
power, do we not?

Mr. LEHMAN. That is true.

Mr., KILGORE. It would also wreck
the idea of having the Great Lakes be-
come a part of our entire shipping sys-
tem, would it not?

Mr. LEHMAN. That is correct.

Mr, KILGORE. However, of course,
if the Great Lakes ever are included in
our shipping system, it will be greatly
benefited by spreading the idea to which
I have referred, will it not?

Mr, LEHMAN. There is no doubt of
that.

Mr. KILGORE. Is it not a fact, for
instance, that there are in the Appa-
lachian Range enormous amounts of
copper, manganese, chrome, and various
other metals which never have been ex-
ploited because there has been a short-
age of power at a rate cheap enough to
enable us to exploit those deposits of
metals?

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no doubt of
that. Let me say to the Senator that
when Al Smith, President Roosevelt, who
then was governor, and later I, advocated
the public ownership and development
of water power—which was there for
the taking—in the St. Lawrence and
Niagara Rivers, the accusation was made
that that was a Communist idea.

Furthermore, I can say to the Senator
that later on—in 1935—when I fought
for the enactment of adequate social-
security legislation in the State of New
York, those who, like myself, advocated
it were accused of believing in commu-
nism, .
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I shall go a step further: It seems in-
conceivable that today anyone should
object to adequate factory inspection or
reasonable control of hours of labor for
minors and women; but when those sub-
jects first came up for consideration in
the early twenties, they were also held
to be Communist doctrines.

Mr. KILGORE. Is it not also a fact
that the charge of communism is fre-
quently made in respect to such subjects
as the regulation of working hours and
various other things of that type; and
is it not also a fact that we frequently
get into the same question, shall we say,
even in respect to slot machines?

Mr. LEHMAN. I think that is true.

Mr. KILGORE. Because of State
lines and the question of violating States’
rights.

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not want to leave
the impression-that I know anything
about slot machines; so I cannot answer
the last question. Certainly it was not
discussed on the floor of the Senate re-
cently.

Mr. KILGORE. Like many others, I
have always lost money on them when-
ever I have played them.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
very much indeed.

The Communist Party, in its vain at-
tempt to win a popular following, has
taken the same stand on these matters
as have many good and patriotic Ameri-
can organizations including the Demo-
cratic Party. But opponents of these
causes have seen fit to condemn the
causes by citing Communist support of
them. Under the terms of the Mundt-
Ferguson and MeCarran bills, good
American organizations—labor unions,
church groups, and others—could be
charged on this basis with being Com-
munist fronts.

By the same token, action could be
taken under these bills against organi-
zations and groups which have opposed
the Atlantic Pact, the Marshall plan, mil-
itary aid to Europe, the Truman doc-
trine, and involvement in Korea. All
these programs and policies are violently
opposed by Moscow for its own reasons.
I may say parenthetically that I have
heard a good deal of opposition voiced
to most of these measures on the floor of
the Senate by some of my distinguished
colleagues.

The bill provides that the Board shall
take into consideration the extent to
which an organization “sends members
or representatives to any foreign coun-
try for instyuction or training in the
principles, policies, strategy, or tactics
of such world Communist movement.”

Would, then, a scientific organization
which sent representatives to a world
scientific gathering at which representa-
tives of Communist nations were also
present fall under the ban of this pro-
viso? It might.

Another criterion is the extent to
which an organization reports to such
foreign government or foreign organiza-
tion or to its representatives.

Would, then, an international relief
organization operating in Rumania or
Hungary, required by the law of that
country to report to that government
concerning its activities, fall under the
ban of this criterion? It might.
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I could proceed in this manner
through most of the list of these criteria,
I have enumerated just a few.

I would like to pass for a moment to
the innermost heart of this legislation,
the definition of a Communist-front or-
ganization. This definition, found on
pages 6 and T of the Mundt-Ferguson
bill, states that a Communist-front or-
ganization means one which *“is primar-
ily operated for the purpose of giving
aid and support to a Communist-po-
litical organization, a Communist-for-
eign government, or a world Communist
movement."”

But Russia is not the only Communist
government in the world today. Yugo-
slavia is one, China is another, Poland
is a third. Would a relief organization
sending aid to private individuals in
Yugoslavia fall under this definition? I
think it certainly would.

Would a church organization collect-
ing funds for food shipments to indi-
viduals in Communist-controlled China
or Poland come under this definition?
I think it certainly would.

Would the great CARE organization,
which arranges for the shipment of food
parcels to individuals in some areas un-
der Communist control fall under this
definition? I think it might.

Mr. President, I have been discussing
the several standards by which the Sub-
versive Activities Control Board is in-
structed, under the terms of this bill, to
establish whether an organization is a
Communist political organization or a
Communist-front organizations. These
standards are all set forth in section 14
of the Mundt-Ferguson bill. Eight sep-
arate characteristics are listed for de-
tecting and determining a Communist
organization; four criteria are listed for
Communist-front organizations,

But the really significant point lies in
the fact that the bill leaves it entirely to
the discretion of the Subversive Activi-
ties Control Board to decide how many
of these characteristics must be shown
by an individual organization before the
Board can find that the organization in
question is a Communist political or-
ganization or a Communist-front organ-
ization. An organization might exhibit
just one of these characteristics—just
one—and still be found by the Control
Board to be a Communist or a Commu-
nist-front organization.

As I have already shown, these stand-
ards are so vague as to be almost mean-
ingless when applied to specific in-
stances. But I should like Yo show the
Senate how a specific organization with-
out Communist affiliations might be
measured against these standards and
easily found to be, let us say, a Commu-
nist-front organization, despite the fact
that it is actually, violently anti-Com-
munist,

Let us take, for example, the United
Auto Workers of America, a fine labor
union to which I have already referred,
There is no more anti-Communist union
in America. There is no more patriotic
and forward-looking organization, more
keenly aware of its responsibilities to its
members and equally to the Nation and
the public at large,
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I have no doubt that there are among

the members of the United Auto Work-
ers Union some few Communists and
fellow travelers. There might be some
locals of this union, one two of whose
officers might fall into this regrettable
category., There are undoubtedly some
who at one time or another innocently,
or otherwise, belonged to a Communist
or Communist-front organization. But
these very facts might put the entire
United Auto Workers Union not only
under suspicion as far as the Subversive
Activities Control Board is concerned,
but potentially under indietment as a
Communist-front organization. There
are probably influences and interests in
America which would be glad to see this
happen. This could occur on the basis
of only one of the criteria set forth in
the Mundt-Ferguson hill—the fact of
some members of the UAW being Com-
munists. But that is only the begin-
ning.
The second criterion of a Communist-
front organization under the Mundt-
Ferguson bill deals with sources of finan-
cial support. It might be that in some
strike the UAW might receive a contri-
bution from an organization and might
accept it, not knowing that this con-
tribution was from a Communist organ-
ization. That would furnish a second
criterion for indictment of this union.

The other two criteria of Communist-
front organizations deal with the policies
advoecated by those organizations.

As I have already shown, Communists
pay lip service to many causes such as
public housing, peace, antidiscrimina-
tion, and social seeurity. These causes
happen to be supported very enthusiasti-
cally by the UAW union. The UAW
supports many other principles—sound
and liberal principles in my judgment—
to which the Communist Party gives its
questionable hlessings. The UAW has on
several occasions condemned laissez
faire capitalism, an attitude this union
shares with such organizations as the
World Council of Churches.

Thus, under both the third and fourth
criteria of the Communist-front organi-
zations—the criterion of furthering and
promoting the political objectives of a
Communist political organization, and
the criterion of nondeviation on matters
of policy from a Communist organiza-
tion, the UAW workers could be ordered
to register as a Communist front.

Hence, in all four particulars set forth
in the Mundt-Ferguson bill, the UAW
would be as much liable to indictment as
any one of a half-dozen Communist
fronts now listed by the United States
Attorney General. Yet it must be obvi-
ous to all the Members of the Senate
that the UAW is violently opposed to
communism and is, in fact, one of the
most effective forces against commu-
nism.

DRAFT STATEMENT ON M'CARRAN-MUNDT-
FERGUSON BILL

As one of seven Senators who voled
against the McCarran omnibus bill in-
cluding, among other things, the pro-
visions of the Mundt-Ferguson bill, I am
pleased to make the following state-
ment:
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The MecCarran bill is called an act for
the internal security of our country. In
my judgment, this bill weakens and en-
feebles our internal security. It blasts
a hole in the dike of our liberties which
real subversives would exploit to their
advantage in this country, and which
Moscow would richly exploit abroad.

Specifically, my reasons are as fol-
lows:

First. The MecCarran bill would in-
evitably drive real Communists com-
pletely underground. The proponents of
the bill admit this but hold out the false

“hope that subversives could be clapped

in jail for refusing to register.

Second. The McCarran bill would
create conditions under which Commu-
nists would disapper from the public eye
and, out of sight, would swarm and
multiply.

Third. The McCarran bill would sur-
round Communists with an aura of mar-
tyrdom which would provide an irresist-
ible gttraction to drag many well-mean-
ing citizens into the underground laby-
rinths of the Communist conspiratorial
company.

Fourth. The McCarran hill would place
in the hands of the Subversive Activities
Control Board the power to brand as
subversives many groups and countless
individuals without Communist affilia-
tion who support causes which any three
members of that Board might deem to be
similar or analogous to causes supported
by Communists. 1

This bill, if it becomes law, would not

force Communists into the open, as the
sponsors claim, because it would first be
necessary to prove, before the Board and
then in courts of law, who are Commu-
nists. It would take 4 years to go through
the legal process which this entails. It
would require the FBI to disclose all its
agents and sources of information within
the Communist Party. Meanwhile,
many patriotic Americans, many legiti-
mate American organizations, including
labor unions, and many harmless persons
with unorthodox or unpopular ideas
would be threatened and menaced in
their basic liberties, in their right to
speak openly, in a period when the right
of free speech and free expression is more
vital than at any time in our entire his-
tory.
Yesterday the Senate passed this un-
fortunate measure. Before passing it,
the Senate superimposed a watered-
down and virtually toothless version of
the Kilgore amendment, a proposal
which, in its original form, I helped to
author and which I strongly supported,
for the internment and detention, in
times of internal emergency, of indi-
viduals known to the security agencies
of our country to be potential saboteurs
and spies. These would include mem-
bers of the Communist Party.

The addition of the watered-down ver-
sion of this amendment does not cure
the weaknesses nor atone for the evils
inherent in the McCarran bill. This
amendment, in its final form, confounds
the confusion inherent in the McCarran
bill and does not mitigate it.

For these and other reasons I voted
against the McCarran bill. I hope the
Senate will uphold the veto, and that the
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bill will not become law. Ihope the Sen-
ate will stay in session long enough to
enact a sound, practical, and effective
antisubversive bill to protect our internal
security. I hope we may enact legisla-
tion to wage unremitting war against
totalitarianist influences and suhversive
influences in this country. But I will
not cast my vote to satisfy a hysteria to
get any piece of legislation enacted
-which is falsely labeled an anti-Com-

munist bill but which actually weakens

the internal security of our country.

Before casting my vote against the
bill, I made a brief explanation to the
Senate. I should like to quote in part
from it at this point:

Mr. President, I shall detain the Senate
only briefly in explaining the vote I am
about to cast. In the past week we have
heard the MecCarran bill, including the
Mundt-Ferguson provisions, analyzed and
debated in great detall. I have told the
Senate and the country in ‘two separate

speeches what I thought about those provi- ™

sions. I feel that this legislation is unwise,
unworkable, and indefensible. It will not
prevent subversive activities by Commu-
nists, but will, instead, increase the strength
of the underground Communist movement.
This legislation will alm what the New York
Times on its editorial page has called a
“blunderbuss” straight at the precious liber-
ties of all the American people.

There are many voters in my State and
elsewhere who mistakenly understand—they
have been so told—that the McCarran bill
is an anti-Communist bill. Because of this
misunderstanding, some of my colleagues,
whom I highly respect, will vote for the
MeCarran bill. The time will come wWhen
they will regret that.

As for me, Mr. President, I will not com=
promise with my conscience. I will not be-
tray the people of my State in order to
cater to the mistal:en impression which some
of them hold. I shall try to clarify the issue
and not to confuse it. I am going to vote
against this tragic, this unfortunate, this
ill-conceived legislation, My conscience
will be easier, though I realize my political
prospects may be more difficult. I shall vote
to protect the liberties of our people.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. What I have read are
the comments I made at the time I
voted against the bill. They represent
my feelings and my sentiments when I
vote against the conference report. I
want to make it very clear that the
words which I have expressed represent
my feelings and my sentiments today.
Therefore I shall be glad to vote to up-
hold the veto of the President of the
United States.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes.

Mr, KEILGORE. Unlike the Senator
from New York, I voted for the bill
originally because I thought by piling
one bill on top of another we might get
results. After studying the subject fur-
ther I decided that we would not get re-
sults. It was more like putting one mus-
tard plaster on top of another mus-
tard plaster, one plaster ruining the
other. I am asking the Senator if it is
not his opinion that the entire approach
is wrong, and the entire idea has gotten
away from internal security? Is it not
true that we have gotten into the idea
of “anti-something,” instead of “pro-
American”?
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Mr, LEHMAN, I think that is true.
I can only speak from my own point of
view, and I can only answer to my own
conscience, I do not mean to be criti-
cal of or to speak for the conscience of
my colleagues on the foor of the Senate,

Mr, KILGORE. Mr. President, may
I ask whether the Senator from New
York will yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
KnowrLAnp in the chair). Does the
Senator from New York yield for a fur-
ther question?

Mr, LEHMAN. I yield for a question.

Mr. KEILGORE. I should like to put
into the Recorp at this point three tele-
grams supporting the veto of the pend-
ing legislation, which were handed to
me on the floor a moment ago. I do not
know who sent them, but they come
from the State of Illinois, the State of
the majority leader.

Mr. LEHMAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator be permitted to
insert the telegrams in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the insertion in the REcorp?

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator state from whom these tele-
grams were received?

Mr. KILGORE. They are telegrams
which have come in today.

Mr. FERGUSON. They came in to-
day?

Mr. KEILGORE. Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. How many are
there in all?

Mr. KILGORE. There are four.

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Sena-
tor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass, the ob-
jections of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstanding?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield for
a unanimous-consent request that the
Senator from Tennessee be permitted
to make an insertion in the REcorbp.

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is not for an in-
sertion.

Mr. LEHMAN. I amend my request.

Mr. FERGUSON. What is the re-
quest?

Mr, KEFAUVER. 1 wish to send to
the desk a resolution from the Special
Committee Investigating Organized
Crime in Interstate Commerce, with re-
spect to citing a Mr, Russell for con-
tempt.

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall be obliged
to object to it at this time. I think we
should keep on the regular business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The question is, Shall the bill pass,
the objections of the President of the
United States to the contrary notwith-
standing?

Mr. KILGORE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the Recorp at this point a telegram
which I received from Francis Biddle,
former Attorney General, on the ques-
tion now before the Senate.

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
could not hear what the Senator from
West Virginia said,

Mr. KILGORE. 1 ask unanimous
consent to insert in the REcorp a tele-
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gram from the honorable Francis Biddle,
former Attorney General of the United

States, with respect to the bill now be-

fore the Senate.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
ask to insert the previous telegrams to
which he has referred?

Mr. KILGORE. Yes; I ask unani-
mous consent that the four telegrams be
inserted in the REcorp at this point.

Mr. FERGUSON. 1 wonder whether
the Senator wants to insert all four tele-
grams in the REcorp. They are in iden-
tical language.

Mr. KILGORE. That is in accord-
ance with the pattern followed by the
National Association of Manufacturers,
the National Automobile Manufacturers
Association, and the National Chambers
of Commerce. They follow a normal
pattern.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator de-
sires to have all of them printed in the
REcorp?

Mr. KILGORE. Yes.

Mr, FERGUSON. I have no objection.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

CHIcAGO, ILL., September 23, 1950.
Senator KILGORE,
Senate in Session, Washington, D. C.:

Encourage your fight to sustain veto Ine
ternal Security Act.
BEN EHRENBERG,
CHicAco, ILL,, September 23, 1950,
Senator KILGORE,
Senate in Session, Washington, D. C.:
Encourage your fight to sustain veto Ine
ternal Security Act. /
FANNIE EERMAN,
GLENCOE, ILL., September 23, 1950.
Senator KILGORE,
Senate in Session, Wasiington, D. C.:
Encourage your fight to sustain veto Ine
ternal Security Act.
WiLLArRD EEPMAN,
CHicaco, ILL., September 23, 1950,
Senator KILGORE,
Senate in Session, Washington, D. C.:
Encourage your fight to sustain veto In=
ternal Security Act. |
Maxine KERMAN. |

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass, the ob-
jections of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstanding?

Mr. KILGORE. I ask that the tele-
gram from Francis Biddle be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

Mr. FERGUSON. I have no objection,

There being no objection, the tele-
gram was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

WasHINGTON, D. C., September 22, 1950,
Hon. HarLEy M. KILGORE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
President has courageously vetoed McCar=
ran bill placing severe restrictions on indi-
vidual rights without accomplishing stated
purpose. Your former colleague, Attorney
General McGrath, has expressed vigorous op=
position. We believe this leadership de-
serves equally courageous support. Your
own record of clear anti-Communist liberal-
1sm leads us to hope you will sustain Presi-
dent, i
Respectfully,
FraNcIs BIDDLE,
National Chairman, Americans jor
Democratic Action,
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Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, yes-
terday I quoted a part of the address of
Gov. Thomas E. Dewey, of New York,
and I wish to take this opportunity of
reading certain other portions of the
speech. It was delivered by Governor
Dewey in Oregon in this historic debate
with Gov. Harold E. Stassen on May 17,
1948. I thought the speech would be of
particular interest to the minority Mem-
bers of the'Senate, inasmuch as Governor
Dewey is still the head of the Republican
Party.

Here is an issue of the highest moral prin-
ciple. In the present issue the people in
this country are being asked to outlaw coms=
munism. That means this: shall we in
America, In order to defeat the totalitarian
gystem which we detest, voluntarily adopt
the method of that system?

Further he says:

I want the people of the United States to
know exactly where I stand on this pro-
posal, because it goes to the very heart of the
qualification of any candidate for office and
to the inner nature of the kind of country
we want to live in. I am unalterably, whole-
heartedly, and unswervingly against any
scheme to write laws outlawing people be-
cause of their religious, political, or social
or economic ideas,

Mr. President, I can imagine no state-
ment of a great official of this country
with the experience Governor Dewey has
had that is more apt and pertinent to
the issue we have before us.

Continuing, he said:

I am against it because it i1s a violation
of the Constitution of the United States
and of the Bill of Rights, and clearly so,

Governor Dewey had no doubt in his
mind as to whether it was a violation
of the Constitution. Some Senators
here expressed a doubt one way or the
other as to whether the Constitution of
the United States and the Bill of Rights
were violated by this kind of legisla-
tion, but the titular head of the great
Republican Party, who has had a great
deal more experience in law enforce-
ment and dealing with subversives than
any of us, has no guestion in his mind
that this type of legislation is in viola-
tion of the Constitution of the United
States and of the Bill of Rights.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

u Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques-
on.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator knows,
of course, that the Governor of New York
was talking about a proposal to outlaw
the Communist Party, does he not?

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is quite true the
Governor of New York was talking about
the actual wording of the debate, the
question being, “Shall the Communist
Party be outlawed?” Anyone reading
the bill before the Senate will certainly
come to the coneclusion that the bill sub-
stantially outlaws the Communist Party.
I cannot see any distinction between
outlawing and the kind of sanctions
placed on the Communist Party and
Communists under the bill. !

That is particularly true in view of
the fact that a Communist, if he is not
listed, is required to come forward and
register himself. Doing that, he proves
against- himself, in violation of the self-
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inerimination provision of the Consti-
tution, one of the links in the chain of
evidence which is necessary to prove
that he is a law violator and criminal
under the Smith Act, so that the lan-
guage of Governor Dewey is certainly
pertinent to the legislation we have
before us. I would be for outlawing the
Communist Party if it would eliminate
the Communists, but Governor Dewey,
J. Edgar Hoover, and all experts in the
field say that outlawing the party would
just make more Communists,

‘We ought to keep in mind at all times
that it has taken 162 or 163 years to
build up the tradition we have behind
our Bill of Rights, the ideas of liberty
which we have enjoyed under the Con-
stitution. For the United States Senate
to cast all that aside when it is unnec-
essary to do so in the interest of secu-
rity, and to be in such a hurry to reach
a final determination of this matter in
order to go home a day or two earlier, is
to me rather unthinkable. We ought to
stay here and get the kinks and bad
parts out of this bill.

After all, if substantial people who
have had some experience with consti-
tutional law and the President of the
United States feel that legislation of
this kind is going to endanger the
things which we have won so dearly,
which have made us the great, free
United States of America, I think we can
do no less than take a few days to con-
sider and study every phrase and clause
and get the opinion of the public and of
the press of the Nation more fully before
we enact into law a bill which many
thoughtful persons, including our Chief
Executive, say is going to strike at the
very basic rights given in our Constitu-
tion and of our Bill of Rights.

I continue with Governor Dewey’'s
statement:

I am against it because it is immoral and
nothing but totalitarianism itself.

Mr. President, no Member of the Sen-
ate has accused anyone supporting the
bill of being immoral, but Governor
Dewey goes pretty strong in that state-
ment. Of course, he means that it is
an immoral thing to do to the freedoms
and rights of the people of the United
States.

Personally I know that the sponsors
of the bill and all who are going to vote
for it are actuated by the very highest
motives. I can see and recognize that
some of the provisions in the bill are
protections which the FBI and the Presi-
dent of the United States ought to have.
But in giving them those protections it is
not necessary to cancel out with one fell
stroke many of the provisions of the

- Bill of Rights, and of the Constitution,

and to start us on the course of a police
and thought-control state when we could
stay here 2 or 3 days and get the bugs
out of the bill, pass legislation which Mr.
Hoover, the President, and the Depart-
ment of Justice say would work, without
the necessity of treating the liberties and
rights and freedoms of our people so
badly.

Governor Dewey says further:

I am against it because it is Immoral and
nothing but totalitarianism itself.
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The closest any of us have gotten to
the very direct statement of Mr. Dewey,
who says this legisiation is totalitarian-
ism itself, is that we say we will be tend-
ing to establish a totalitarian state in
order to fight a totalitarian state. But
he goes all the way; he makes a direct
charge that this kind of thing is totali-
tarianism itself.

I quote further:

I am against it because I know from a great
many years' experience—

There is something we should keep in
mind, and keep in mind all the time. I
know there are distinguished lawyers
and prosecuting attorneys in this body,
but most of the lawyers who are Sena-
tors have been corporation or civil law-
yers, who have not had a great deal of
experience in dealing with subversives
and in trying cases against fellows like
Lucky Luciano against whom Mr. Dewey
won a case, and Luciano was finally de-
ported and is now in Italy. In matters
of this kind we should be guided by peo-
ple of experience,

Mr. Dewey says:

I am against it because I know from a great
many years’ experience in the enforcement
of the law that the proposal wouldn't work,

Mr, President, not only do the Presi-
dent of the United States and the chief
enforcement officer of the executive de-
partment, the Attorney General, say it
will not work, and say it in direct lan-
guage, but they say that if we want to
secure insecurity, pass this legislation,
of we want to help the Communists, in-
stead of harm them, pass this legisla-
tion, if we want to make the Defense Es-
tablishment publicly tell where the labo-
ratories and A-bomb and H-bomb plants
are located, pass this legislation.

This is a grave responsibility Congress
is taking on its shoulders, here we are
placing our judgment not only against
the Democratic President of the United
States, the Attorney General, who serves
under him, and all the enforcement
agencies upon whom we must rely. I
can understand that some member of
the minority party might feel that, after
all, he did not place much confidence in
the Democratic administration or in the
Democratic President, and might be will-
ing to place his judgment against that
of Mr, Truman, J. Edgar Hoover, J. How~
ard McGrath, and the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, and other agencies. But
even the minority Members of the Sen-
ate should be impressed when the head
of the Republican Party speaks out in
such unequivocal terms, and he has
never taken a word of it back, and I
have an idea he will never take any of
it back.

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. 1 yield to the Sena-
tor from Minnesota.

Mr. THYE. The Senator is speaking
about the head of the Republican Party.
Is that Governor Dewey?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I assume he is still
the titular head. I am sure the Sena-
tor is better qualified to speak about
that than I. I have always thought the
man who ran for President last was the
titular head of the party.



1950

Mr, THYE. The Senator will agree
that Governor Dewey had reference to
an act that was before Congress 2 years
aga, and that he was speaking in the
spring of 1948, and certainly was not
speaking of the kind of legislation which
is before the Congress today.

Mr. KEFAUVER. That does not hold
up, in my humble opinion.

Mr. THYE. The Senator will agree
that those were the spoken words of
Governor Dewey in the spring of 1948.

Mr. KEFAUVER. It was May 1948,
but the Senator will remember that this
kind of legislation has been before the
Congress in one form or another for a
long time. It has not been changed in
any great feature, it has been made more
drastic and more violative of the Consti-
tution, but it compares with the legis-
lation that was being sponsored in May
1948 when Mr. Dewey made the state-
ment., If he says this about the mild
sort of legislation that was pending in
May 1948, if he were debating today, I
wonder what stronger language he would
use. I know it would be a great deal
stronger language about this more dras-
tic, this more unconstitutional, legisla-
tion, this legislation which to a greater
extent deprives people of their liberties
and rights than did the proposed legisla-
tion of 1948.

1 yield further to the Senator from
Minnesota for a question.

Mr. THYE., Mr. President, I am sure
the Senator will agree with me that in
the 2 years from the time Governor
Dewey spoke on the legislative proposal
to outlaw Communists, Congress and all
concerned have had much time to study
the type of legislation which should be
considered. The Congress has con-
sidered it for 2 years, and both of the
Houses of Congress passed overwhelm-
ingly, the bill which the President saw
fit to veto, and which we are now dis-
cussing, The subject has been before
the Congress for 2 years. We are now
voting whether the Congress should over-
ride the President’s veto.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator has
asked me a question, and I am glad he
asked me the question. It is quite true
that for more than 2 years Congress has
been studying this kind of legislation.
We have had it before us, and lawyers
have testified on the subject, and many
others have testified about it. Consider-
ing the fact that, despite all the time
we have been studying the proposed legis-
lation, it still contains provisions which
are plainly unconstitutional and which
deprive citizens of rights, as hardly any-
one will deny, for the life of me I can-
not understand why we should not take
two or three more days to get at least
some of the bugs ouf of the bill.

Furthermore, I may say to the Senator
from Minnesota that while it is true that
Congress has been studying this matter
for many years, the part of the legisla-
tion which has the real teeth in it has
never been given any committee consid-
eration whatever. The provision which
will give the Nation some protection and
may do a little to offset the obnoxious
provisions of the original McCarran bill,
which is going to do a great deal more
harm than good, has never been given
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‘any committee consideration whatso-

ever. I refer, of course, to the Kilgore
provision. Where did the Kilgore pro-
vision come from? It was brought to
the Senate floor directly, and I joined in
bringing it here, because I felt that we
ought to have some legislation that would
help insteadrof harm. It was never con-
sidered by the Committee on the Judi-
ciary of either the House or the Senate.
The Kilgore bill was introduced only
about 2 weeks ago. Of course I have
heard many Senators say that we should
not pass important legislation of this
kind without at least giving it some com~
mittee consideration. I agree with the
necessity of technical bills like the Kil-
gore bill being considered and worked
over in committee.

A very strange thing happened about
the Kilgore provision. Iremember when
it was first offered that standing here
on the floor of the Senate the senior
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCARrRAN]
made one of the most stirring pleas I have
ever listened to in my life. He said,
“Senators, think; do not strike down the
Constitution. Let us protect the Bill of
Rights. This violates the fifth and sixth
amendments to the Consitution.”

Then the distinguished Senator from
Michigan [Mr. FErcuson], who is a great
constitutional lawyer, stood on the other
side of the aisle and made a very strong
plea against the Kilgore proposal, citing
law cases, saying that it was unconsti-
tutions], that it did not provide due proc-
ess, that there was not sufficient lan-
guage in it to set aside the operation
of the writ of habeas corpus, and that it
was unconstitutional in many respects;
but then, almost as quick as the snap of
a finger, instead of it being unconstitu-
tional, these same Senators and others
turned around and embraced it with all
enthusiasm, and now they are proud of
it as being the main part of the bill.

Mr, President, things like that simply
do not stand up. The Kilgore amend-
ment could not have been so very bad
when they were making their impas-
sioned pleas against its constitutionality
provision, and then in the very next
breath were saying, “Oh, I guess we were
wrong about that. We will write some-
thing in it about more hearings, and so
forth.,” The Kilgore provision is now a
part of the bill of which they are very
proud, and actually it is the only part
that gives any real protection. We, of
course, included the Magnuson provi-
sions which were recommended by the
President, and which strengthen the es-
pionage and sabotage laws.

Let me say to the Senator from Min-
nesota that the detention section of the
bill has been given po committee con-
sideration. There have been no hear=-
ings on the Magnuson part of the bill,
It is true that the Mundt-Ferguson bill
has been here for 2 or 3 years. But the
direction of the hearings has been toward
the part of the bill that has to do with
thought-control, of forcing citizens to
follow the party line. The hearings on
the bill have been in connection with the
part that was discussed by Governor
Dewey in his memorable debate with
Gov. Harold Stassen.
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Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. EEFAUVER. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS. I noticed that a mo-
ment ago the Senator mentioned that
most of the Senators who are lawyers,
if not all, have been corporation lawyers,
and probably never had any experience
as prosecutors. I do not know what the
Senator's background is, but has the
Senator from Tennessee been a prose-
cutor?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am glad the dis-
tinguished Senator asked me that ques-
tion. I started practicing law in Chat-
tanooga in the fall of 1927. I hung out
my shingle for myself. I did not go into
a big law firm. I took any kind of case
I could get, whether civil or criminal. If
I could get anyone to trust his liberties
to me, I took his case. I did have some
criminal experience in defending indi-
viduals, because in Tennessee at that
time we had a rule that the criminal
court judge, whenever a defendant was
impecunious and did not have money
enough to employ a lawyer, could assign
a young lawyer to defend the person for
the experience it would give him, I de-
fended a great many defendants, and I
gained considerable experience thereby.

The first defendant I defended was a
Negro wi.o had been accused of burglary.
The testimony was that a man's house
had been entered, and that a pair of
pants had been stolen. The only thing
the police found out about the man I was
to defend was that a policeman, walking
down the street, saw this Negro with
pants on, and the pants looked like those
which had been described, so he stopped
him. The pants turned out to be the
pants in question. My client had a good
story to tell. It was that he walked down
the street and bought the pants in a
pawn shop; that he paid $2 for them.
That was the case that was proved before
the jury. No evidence was adduced
about the defendant entering the man’s
house. I felt I had won my case and
was pretty cocky about it.

Just before the case was ended, the
State called the policeman back on the
stand to prove some little point. I
thought I had done so well that I would
cinch my case absolutely. So I asked
the policeman one final question: “You
found this man with these particular
pants on, and that is all you know about
the case?” The policeman answered, “I
testified about the pants, but I was not
asked anything else. I don’t know any-
thing more about the case except that
the defendant confessed very fully to me
that he had entered the man’s house
and stolen the pants.”

Mr. WATKINS. Like many a young
lawyer, the Senator asked too many
questions.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I asked one too
many questions. That is the reason
why amateurs should not be playing
with such important matters as that
which e are considering, It would be
better if those who have worked on the
legislation had listened to some man like
Thomas E. Dewey, or J. Howard Mec-
Grath, J. Edgar Hoover, and had not lis-
tened to amateurs such as I.
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I will say to the distinguished Senator
that I do not put myself up as an author-
ity on these matters. So far as I am
concerned, if there are some provisions
written into the bill which I believe
would protect the rights of people and
if we would do something with section
4, which is vitally necessary and
which would prevent from being used to
harass and embarrass, and to arrest in-
nocent people, and if we would do some-
thing with the defense-plant part of the
bill, that would make it a better bill.

Then if J. Edgar Hoover ever said that
he would like to have a registration pro-
vision, I would vote for if, because I think
he is an expert on the subject. We must
rely on the Department of Justice and
on the President, who will be charged
with enforcing the provisions of the bill,
and not rely upon the opinions of a
bunch of amateurs who ask one too many
questions.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yiela for another
question.

Mr. WATKINS. I believe the Sena-
tor would not contend now that he has
answered the question I asked him in
the first place. That question was: Has
the Senator been a prosecutor?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I have not gotten
along to that point in my answer.

Mr. WATEKINS. I do not know the
Senator's backeground. That is why I
asked him whether he had been a prose-
cutor.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I have not gotten to
that pojnt in outlining my experience.

Mr, WATKINS. I wanted to have an
answer to the question.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I do not want to
fake up too much time, because there
are many other matters which I wish
to discuss. I have had some experience
in prosecuting; and of course even more
recently as a member of the Interstate
Crime Committee I have had some ex-
perience—not as a prosecutor, but in in-
vestigating criminal activities, as have
my fellow members, I said in the be-
ginning that there were some former
prosecutors in the Senate and I am sure
the Senator from Utah was a capable
one.

Mr., WATKINS., The Senator from
Tennessee mentioned that most of the
Members of the Senate who were law-
yers had been corporation lawyers and
not prosecutors. I want to call the Sen-
ator’s attention to the fact that I have
served, in a modest way, as a prosecutor,
but have never represented any big cor-
poration in my life. My work was in an-
other field, having mostly to do with
irrigation.

I also served as a judge, during which
time I had to try criminal cases, many
of them, over a period of years. Not-
withstanding the fact that I am not the
prosecutor that Governor Dewey was in
his time, yet I have gone over the bill
which is now before us, not the one Gov=
ernor Dewey spoke of, and I believe it
to be a good piece of legislation.

I should like to say, in connection with
the type of crime affected by the bill, that
in dealing with conspirators it is very
difficult to write any kind of bill the
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provisions of which are going to be easy
to enforce. Notwithstanding the fact
that we have many criminal statutes now
on the books, all over the United States
prosecutors do find a way to enforce
them, even though it is difficult to do so.
When dealing with such a matter it is
difficult to enact a measure which will
please everybody. Prominent lawyers,
including representatives of the Ameri-
can Bar Association, have gone over the
bill. Members of this body who are on
the Committee on the Judieciary, who are
lawyers, have at heart the interest of the
people of the country and desire to pre-
serve their freedom. We have all stud-
ied it, and many of us have come to
the conclusion that it is a good hill, and
as a good lawyer, the Senator ought to
accept the product which has come to
the floor.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Iappreciate the ob-
servations made by the Senator from
Utah. Does he approve section 5 of the
bill?

Mr. WATKINS. Not all of it; but on
the whole, I think the bill is probably as
good a bill as we can obtain in connection
with legislation of this kind.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does the Senator
approve of the requirement that the Sec-
retary of Defense list in the Federal
Register all the positions of all of our
vital defense plants and defense estab-
lishments all over the United States?

Mr. WATKINS. If the Senator will
check the language of the bill, I think
he will find that section leaves to the
discretion of the Secretary of Defense
the determination of whether he will list
them.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I wish the Senator
would give me his interpretation of that
language, because subsection (b) of sec-
tion 5 provides that the Secretary is di-
rected to designate, and so forth; and
then it refers to publication of the list
in the Federal Register. Directed does
not mean it is discretionary. Where
does the Senator see in the bill language
which refers to such discretion on the
part of the Secretary of Defense? If
the Senator will provide me with a defi-
nite citation from the bill in that con-
nection, to show that the Secretary of
Defense will have such discretion, I shall
be very much interested in having the
Senator do so.

Mr. WATKINS. I shall have to locate
that particular part of the bill, which I
do not have before me at this moment.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I shall be glad to
have the Senator do so. Of course he
has a copy of the conference report, and
I should like to find out from him where
he thinks the conference report or the
bill provides that the Secretary of De-
fense shall have that discretion.

Mr. WATKINS. Iread now from sec-
tion 5 (b):

(b) The Secretary of Defense is authorized
and directed to designate and proclaim, and
from time to time revise, a list of facilities,
as defined in paragraph (7) of section 3 of
this title, with respect to the operation of
which he finds and determines that the se-
curity of the United States requires the ap-
plication of the provisions of subsection (a)
of this section,

To my mind, that means that he will
find and determine that the security of
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the United States requires that; and it
will be left entirely up to him to deter-
mine if and when he will do that, with
respect to the security of the United
States,

In other words, Mr. President, it is an
unfair interpretation for anyone to at-
tempt to make it appear that this bill
requires the Secretary of Defense to pub-
lish a list of every defense installation
and every defense project and every
laboratory in the United States. I be-
lieve that is an unfair interpretation.

Mr, KEEFAUVER. But in subsection
(a) the Senator will find that wherever
the Secretary of Defense wishes o keep
Communists from working in a defense
plant which under his determination
involves the security of the United
States, he will have to list such plants
and defense establishments, under the
provisions of section 5, subsection (a).
Of course we are talking about vital de-
fense establishments, as to which the
Secretary of Defense is directed by the
bill to publish in the Federal Register
the list of the locations of such plants
and establishments. There can, in my
opinion, be no doubt of the bill requiring
the Secretary of Defense to publish the
gcatiun of every vital defense installa-

on.,

Certainly, Mr, President, we should de-
lete this section from the bill. Cer-
tainly we can take the time to remain
here this afternoon and do something
about this matter, at least sufficient to
get this section out of the bill.

Mr. President, I continue to read from
the memorable address by Governor
Dewey:

I am against it because it is immoral and
nothing but totalitarianism itself. I am
against it because I know from a great many
years' experience in the enforcement of the
law that the proposal wouldn't work, and
instead it would rapidly advance the cause

of communism in the United States and all
over the world,

That statement should be taken into
consideration by the Members of the
minority party in the Senate, Mr. Presi-
dent. Let us consider carefully what
the head of the Republican Party was
saying in that statement:

Instead it would rapidly advance the cause

of communism in the United States and all
over the world.

Governor Dewey knew what he was
talking about when he was making that
statement; and what he said at that
time is just as true and applicable to-
day as it was when Governor Dewey ut-
tered those words in May 1948.

Governor Dewey knew, because of the
experience of every nation which ever
has tried this sort of thing, that instead
of deterring Communists and reducing
communism—which is the aim of all of
us—the Communists have grown in num-
bers and have been able to portray them-
selves as martyrs, and thus receive sym-
pathy and even admiration from many
persons who otherwise would not pay
much attention to them.

Governor Dewey said in his speech:

It would rapidly advance the cause of com-
munism n the United States,

Mr. President, the main thing that
such persons want is to have people gen-
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erally led to believe that they, the Com-
munists, are being abused and martyred.
In that way the Communists are able
to receive a great deal of sympathy from
many of the general public, and are able
to attract large audiences.

It is very true, as has been stated by
J. Edgar Hoover, in the 1949 report of
the FBI—and, Mr, President, I think it
would be well for us to read these two
statements side by side, or in compari-
son with each other. I suppose thal two
of the greatest law enforcement officers
in the United States today are Thomas
E. Dewey and J. Edgar Hoover.

Here is what Thomas E. Dewey said:

Instead it would rapidly advance the cause
of communism in the United States and all
over the world.

I read now from.the 1949 report of J.
Edgar Hoover:

As a nation, we need have no fear so long
as the actions of those residing on our shores
ere open and aboveboard.

That is what Mr. Dewey was talking
about, namely, that if we try to suppress
these people and make martyrs out of
them, they will thrive; but if we can meet
them by presenting a better idea and by
convinecing the people of the world that
democracy and freedom constitute the
best idea, then the Communists never
will have fertile ground on which to sow
their seed.

Then we have the statement:

It is a war of ideas, and we are In it.

Mr. President, we must consider that
statement carefully and long. Mr.
Dewey knew what the situation was when
he made that statement.

As time and history have developed,
there are only two great nations in the
world today. The present situation is
not simply a question of war between
marching armies. Frankly, Mr. Presi-
dent, bullets will not stop communism
permanently. The present situation in
the world is a war of ideas. Who is go~
ing to put forth the best idea, so far as
the great numbers of people in the world
are concerned? We are never going to
put over the idea of democracy by stifling
democracy and freedom. We are not
going to win in that way. Our efforts in
the war of ideas would be rather futile,
and we weculd be taking a tremendous
loss and would be given a tremendous
setback in our effort if we start going
down the totalitarian road ourselves.
And I mean this just as sincerely as any-
thing I have ever said—if we were to
back down from the heritage and the
high place of freedom that have been
given us by our forefathers, under our
Constitution, we will have lost much in
our struggle for freedom and peace.

When so many persons believe—in
fact, when the President of the United
States believes and when other persons
in high positions believe—that this bill
would impinge upon the freedoms we
have—ireedom of press, freedom of as-
sembly, freedom of speech, the constitu-
tional rights guaranteed to our people,
and the requirement of our Constitution
that nliens be treated according to due
process of law—even if only a few per-
sons feel that the bill would impinge
upon those freedoms, certainly we should
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stop, look, listen, and be sure where we
are going. i

I cannot understand how anyone who
reads this bill would not come to the con-
clusion that a great deal of substance, as
regards the liberties and freedoms of the
people of the United States, under our
Constitution, will be taken away from
the people by the enactment of legisla-
tion of this sort. I know I have talked
to some Members of the Senate who have
said, “It does not make any great dif-
ference what sort of law we pass; let us
pass an unconstitutional law.” I even
heard a very distinguished Senator say,
“Perhaps some parts of the bill are un-
constitutional, but I am going to support
it, anyway. The courts will deal with
any unconstitutionality.”

Mr. President, we cannot avoid our re-
sponsibility by proceeding in that way.
We cannot pass on to the courts the
question of constitutionality when there
is a reasonable doubt about that matter
in our minds.

After all, it is the duty of each one of
us who serves either in the House of Rep-
resentatives or in the Senate to see to
it, according to our best judgment, that
every law we vote to have passed meets
the constitutional test. That is parti-
cularly true when we are dealing with
such precious, such hard-won, such sub-
stantial matters as the rights and free-
doms guaranteed in our Bill of Rights to
all Americans.

Every Member of the Senate, when
first assuming his duties in the Senate,
holds up his right hand and takes a
solemn oath to support the Constitution
of the United States. However, Mr.
President, are we supporting the Consti-
tution of the United States when we vote
for the passage of a bill, if we have some
goubts about the constitutionality of the

i11?

I remember that some time ago, during
the administration of the late President
Franklin D. Roosevelt, a bill relating to
the Agricultural Adjustment Act was be-
fore the House committee in the late
1930’s. I forget the exact occasion, but
I remember very well the general cir=-
cumstances. I know President Roose-
velt would not have urged the enactment
of a bill of doubtful constitutionality if
he had thought the matter through.
Perhaps the matter was handled by some
bright underling of the White House.

At any rate, President Franklin Roose-
velt sent to the House committee a let-
ter dealing with that bill. In that letter
he said, in effect, in addressing the
members of the House committee, “Per-
haps we are not sure of the constitution-
ality of this measure. Perhaps you have
a point there. However, regardless of
just how you feel about the constitu-
tionality of the question, the House of
Representatives should pass the bill and
the Senate should pass the bill, so that
the bill can thereafter be taken up with
the Supreme Court, for that is what the
Supreme Court is for.”

In other words, the late President
Roosevelt was making, in that connec-
tion, the same argument which I have
heard made in more vociferous terms
during the present debate.

Mr. President, I have never heard re-
sponsible lawyers become more worked
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up than was the case when the President
made that statement, to the effect that
the House of Representatives should pass
the bill, regardless of doubts about its
constitutionality, and thereafter should
pass the buck on to the courts to deter-
mine the question of constitutionality.
Most vehement expressions of righteous
indignation were made in response to
that statement by the President, and
many statements were published in the
press, to the effect that the House of
Representatives should never dream of
passing a bill if it believed the bill to be
unconstitutional or if it had reasonable
grounds to doubt the constitutionality of
the Lill.

Of course, Mr. President, what is true
of the House of Representatives in that
respect is even more true of the Senate,
because, we are not supposed to be af-
fected by the hysteria in the land. Orig-
inally, of course, Senators were appointed
by the legislatures to represent the var-
ious States. They were supposed to be
somewhat removed from the passions
and prejudices of the moment. It is
really a very shocking thing for elected
Members of the United States Senate to
stand here and say, “This may not be
constitutional, but the people want it; so
we must pass something—constitutional
or not—and leave corrections to the
courts.” We are not doing our duty.
We are not even attempting to do our
duty. That is particularly true when
unconstitutional provisions are enacted,
such as those requiring a person to in-
criminate himself. That requirement is
in direct violation of the fifth amend-
ment to the Constitution:

Nor shall he be compelled in any crims-
Inal case to be a witness against himself, nor
be deprived of life, liberty, or property, with-
out due process of law.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield.

Mr. LONG. What provision does the
‘Senator have in mind, which requires a
person to ineriminate himself?

Mr. KEFAUVER. The provision that
requires a person, who is not registered as
a member, when the organization regis-
ters, to come in and register, himself,
that incriminates him, on one link of the
offense, under the Smith Act.

Since the Burr case, decided by Justice
Marshall back in the beginning of our
legal history, the cases have uni-
formly held that a person cannot be
ealled upon to incriminate himself on
any one of the several links that go to
make up the offense. Under the Smith
case, as we know, there are two links;
one is membership in the Communist
Party, and the other is the intention, or
the overt act—the doing of something to
overthrow the Government of the United
States. A man cannot be called upon to
give testimony against himself even as to
one of those links. That principle has
been sustained by the circuit court of ap-
peals in the Rosen case, and certiorari
was denied very recently by the Supreme
Court.

Mr. LONG. Is it the Senator’s con-
tention that it is compelling a person to
incriminate himself if he should be com-
pelled to admit one factor which, stand-
ing alone, would not be a crime, although
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it could be a crime if connected with
some other acts?

Mr. EKEFAUVER. That is the law
today. The Hitchcock case is another
citation on the subject in which the prin-
ciple is clearly brought out.

Continuing with the statement of Gov=-
ernor Dewey:

Now, let’s look at this thing., It 18 a war
of ideas in the world, and we are in it. It
is also a war of nerves.

I think we can agree with him that it
is a war of nerves, I suppose the Com-
munists in the Politburo are taking a
great deal of interest in seeing us aban-
don our concept of government to some
extent in order to meet the test in this
war of nerves, This, I imagine, is just
what they would have us do.

Mr. Dewey says further:

The coniflict is between two wholly dif-
ferent ways of life—the system of human

freedom and the brutal system of the police
state.

That is exactly what it is. It is a con-
fiict between two wholly different ways
of life. But the ways of life are-not going
to be entirely different if we enact this
type of legislation. Their way of life
will be different, but our way of life will
become more like theirs.

On one side of the great world struggle
are grouped all those who believe in the most
priceless right in the world—human freedom.

We have always believed in human
freedom, but we are not practicing
human freedom in this legislation.

Quoting further from Mr. Dewey:

We believe that every man and woman
has a right to worship as he pleases, the free-
dom of speech, assembly, and of the press.

Mr. President, can anyone read sec-
tion 4 (a) of the McCarran bill and say
that there are not possibilities of that
section being used to intimidate people?
Is there not danger they could be hailed
before a court, and perhaps incarcerated
for 10 years and fined $10,000 for _en-
gaging in what they think is freedom of
expression?

Continuing:

We believ: that every man and woman
has an absolute right to belong to the po-
litical party of his choice,

Governor Dewey says that he wants
every man and woman to have the right
to belong to the Communist Party if he
wants to. I suppose a man has that
right. I should dislike to see anyone
exercise that right, but I have an idea
that more people will exercise that right
if we try to keep them out of some party
by suppression or by using un-American
tactics on them. We are ali familiar
with the pattern. Time and time again
we have seen how it works. A person
may run for office, and the election may
be close. Perhaps the elections are just
a few years apart. With the election
fever at white heat, if any candidate
receives an unfair deal in the eyes of
the public, let him come back and run
for office the next time. If he carries
on any kind of campaign at all, he is
usually elected. I had such an experi-
ence myself. I ran for the State senate
in the middle thirties, back at Chatta-
nooga. I had a very hard and close race.
There were some who felt that certain
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precincts were not all on the square,
At any rate, there was some question
about the election. That is the way
many candidates are elected to office;
and so it is with the expression of ideas.
Ideas grow by suppression, They feed
upon. suppression. There is something
about people which causes them to come
to the rescue of a fellow whom they

think has not been given a fair deal.-

This is true regardless of how despicable
the person may be.

Continuing with Mr. Dewey’s state-
ment:

We belleve, in short, that human beings

are individuals, and that they do, and should,
differ among themselves.

That is right. If we all thought the
same, this would not be a very inter-
esting world. If we did not have dif-
ferent ideas about the application of
scientific methods, we would not advance
very far technologically. If we did not
have different political ideas he would
not be able to advance in the science of
government, Differences of opinion usu-
ally bring out the truth. That is the
value of our two-party system. But this
bill tends to strike down liberty of ex-
pression and of ideas if they do not con-
form to the thinking of the day. The
bill undertakes to try to make one follow
the party line, or else be subjected to
fear of the penalties and sanctions of
legislation.

Continuing:

We believe, in short, that human belngs
are individuals, and that they do, and should,
differ among themselves.

Those were great words which were
spoken by the head of the Republican
Party. He has given good advice to the
Members of the Senate. I am sorry that
more members of the minority are not
here to ponder, study, and consider fur-
ther the words of the leader of their
party. Mr. Dewey’s words are so very
applicable to this legislation.

We know that each of us has within him-
self a portion of error, and we believe that
each of us has within himself a touch of
God.

That is fine language. That is a great
thought. It is impossible to reconcile
the spirit expressed by Governor Dewey
with the proposed legislation.

On the other side of this struggle are the
advocates of the all-powerful totalitarian
state.

That is right.

They believe human beings are cogs in a
machine.

That is what we do not want in the
United States. We do not want it be-
cause one does not want to be a cog in
an ungodly machine, We do nof want
to be cogs in a machine so far as the
press is concerned. But we are going
in that direction with this legislation.

Speaking of communism, Mr. Dewey
said:

They believe human beings are cogs in a
machine. Godless creatures, born to slave
through life with every thought and every
act directed by an overpowering, all-powerful
government. Everywhere, these two con-
flicting schemes of life, the free system and
the police state, are struggling for the soul
of mankind.
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Let me read that again. I wish that
8 larger number of Members of the Sen-
ate, particularly of the minority, could
be present to hear these words.

Mr., THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

. Mr, KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques-
ion.

Mr. THYE. I am sure the Senator
also regrets that so few Senators are
present on his side of the aisle.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr, President, I
believe that in fairness, I should say that
there are more on our side of the aisle
than there are on the Senator’s side of
the aisle,

Mr, THYE. Mr. President, I think it
is about an even break if the Senator
wishes to count Members.

Mr. KEFAUVER: I agree with the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
that there ought to be more on the ma-
jority side of the aisle, but I do not think
they would be as much persuaded by the
lofty and sound advice of the leader of
the Republcan Party as would be Mem-
bers on the minority side. We had a
goodly number of Democrats on this side
when President Truman's message was
discussed. I am now discussing some-
thing that is, I think, equally strong and
persuasive. It shows the character and
opinion of another great man, which
ought to appeal particularly to Members
on the Republican side.

Mr. Dewey further said:

Everywhere, these two conflicting schemes
of life, the free system and the police state,
are struggllng for the soul of mankind.

What did Governor Dewey have in
mind when he said, “The free system and
the police state are struggling for the
soul of mankind”?

I suppose he had in mind these diver-
gent philosophies of life which are
strugeling for the soul of the individual
in this country, and in the neutral lands
of Indonesia, Indochina, India, and in
certain parts of South America, where
people have seen American airplanes
pass overhead, and are not satisfied with
the sort of life they are living; where
they have been forced to live in dingy
little houses with large families, and
have been told that there is nothing
that can be done about it. They have
heard about our developments along
these lines in the United States, and
they are determined to do something for
the protection and welfare of their chil-
dren. They are going to have a change.
They do not intend to live in abject pov-
erty and misery all the years to come
merely because they have been told that
there is nothing that could be done about
it. They represent the great majority
of the people on the globe. They are
either going to be on the side of the
police state or on the side of the free-
enterprise system. We are not making
our system more attractive to them by
restricting it. We are not making our
system more attractive to them when
we say that the freedoms and rights
under our Constitution are meaningless.
We do not attract them if we say that
those freedoms must be bridled and
stifled. In this critical time, we should
follow the position taken not only by
President Truman but also by-Governor
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Dewey. We could persuade people to
join our effort; to convince the neutral
people of the world that freedom of op-
portunity, freedom of the press, free«
dom of speech, freedom of assembly, give
ing people opportunities, and treating
them right is the way of life they should
embrace,

I have an idea, Mr. President, that in
the hearts of people everywhere—
whether they be in China or Korea—
whether they be uneducated Africans or
Indians—whatever they may be—they
all want to understand and embrace the
democratic, free way of life.

That is what they would like. We are
not going to convince them that our
way of life is best; that our system is
superior to the police state—we are not
going to convince them of any of that—
if we admit by the passage of this leg-
islation that we must resort to police=-
state methods in order to carry on our
democratic government. It is not neces-
sary to admit a backward step, because
everyone who knows anything about the
problem—Mr, Dewey, Mr. J. Edgar
Hoover, Mr, J. Howard McGrath, the
heads of our intelligence agencies—say
that the part of the bill that takes away
liberties is not necessary at all. They
say that part is a definite liability.

I continue fo read:

The free world looks to us for hope, for
leadership, and most of all for a demonstra=
tion of our invincible faith. The free way
of life will trilumph so long as we keep it
ree,

Mr, Dewey is stating that truth in
much more forceful language than I
could, and perhaps better than most of
us could.

‘We are not keeping our free way of life
either free or secure by the passage of
this legislation. We can retain our free-
doms, and we can get additionally needed
security, by the passage of a revised Kil-
gore bill, with the Magnuson bill in-
cluded, as well as other provisions con-
tfained in the bill which I introduced
some time ago, and which is now before
Congress, The bill is S. 4163, Repre=-
sentative CarroLL intreduced a compan-
ion bill in the House of Representatives.
This bill does not enter the field of
thought-control or freedom of the press
or freedom of speech., It does contain
all the security provisions which the
MecCarran bill includes, and those recom-
mended by the President.

I continue reading:

Now, as in all the days of our past, let
us hold the flag of freedom high.

Does anyone think we are holding
high the flag of freedom if we pass this
bill? Does anyone think we are holding
high the flag of freedom when we pass
legislation which the President of the
United States and our best experts have
said would impede the freedom of the
people and violate our Constitution?

I have watched this proposal, this easy
panacea of getting rid of ideas by passing
laws. I have been increasingly shocked.

That is exactly what we have here
today. We have a so-called easy pan-
acea for getting rid of ideas by passing
laws. We have a situation in which
Members of the Senate frankly say, “I
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do not like this legislation, but the
people want something.” That is the
easy panacea to satisfy the people. By
doing so, we rob people of freedom.

Mr. President, it may be unpopular
today to oppose this legislation. Those
of us who vote against this bill by vot-
ing to sustain the veto may be con-
demned by our people today; but, I have
an idea that when the people see that in
our honest judgment we were trying to
preserve for them a way of life which
they want their children to enjoy and in
which they want them to grow up—that
they will at last applaud our motives
rather than condemn our action.

Mr. Dewey says he has become in-
creasingly shocked. He was shocked in
1948 at a mild bill that we had before
us at that time. He should be tremen=
dously shocked now.

To outlaw the Communist Party would be
recognized every place on earth as a sur-
render of the great United States to the
methods of totalitarlanism.

Mr. President, we should consider what
other people and other nations will think
of us. We are posing as the great pro-
tector of liberty and freedom. We are
not only posing in that position but we
are actually in that position. We are
furnishing money and the wherewithal—
the men, the spirit, and the substance—
to the United Nations in an endeavor to
uphold individual liberty and freedom in
the world and point the way in which
people can enjoy freedom, happiness,
and the right to live and worship God as
they please.

Mr, President, what will those pitiful
millions think about this legislation?
What will our friends think then about
the United States, which has always
given people all the freedoms worth hav-
ing? Must we admit that communism
has the best of us, to the extent that we
must tread liberty underfoot in order to
combat it? Will we advertise to the
people in a neutral world that we have
no confidence in our Commander in
Chief and in the Department of Jus-
tice? Are members of the minority
party going to advertise that they have
no confidence in the leader of their
party?

Stripped to its naked essentials, this is
nothing but the methods of Hitler and
Stalin,

That is strong language.

He says it is the method of Hitler and
Stalin. I cannot help recalling what
was brought out on the floor of the Sen-
ate yesterday afternoon, namely, that
the first nation in the world to outlaw
communism was Russia herself. She
completely outlawed it and suppressed
it; she forced the Communists under-
ground; she did not allow them to par-
ticipate in anything. Russia went along
the same lines followed in this bill. The
first great nation in the world com-
pletely to embrace communism was
Russia. Now, it runs through every
sinew and fiber of Russia’s being. What
a paradox!

How about Hitler? Hitler, in estab-
lishing the police camps, said he was
going to give due process a hearing, and
all this, that, and the other; but we
found that the camps were used for the
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persecution of people; for the wiping out
of opposition; for denying expression.
Gov. Dewey had a point when he said:

Stripped of its naked essentials, this is
nothing but the method of Hitler and Stalin,

I quote further:

It is the control borrowed from the Jap-
anese war leadership.

This is another point that has not
heretofore been discussed. I wish Mr.
Dewey had amplified on that assertion.
As I remember, the Japanese Diet was
still in existence, but almost everything
was turned over to the war lords. The
war lords took over pretty much every-
thing, and regulated the lives and think-
ing of the people. Finally the legisla~
tive branch became just a third adjunct
to Tojo and the war lords.

The result was the usual result.
Usurpers gain a little power over people
and they want more; they want to ex-
pand, and finally they get the world into
a conflict; ‘and today the Japanese na-
tion and Japanese people are almost
destroyed.

Further, Governor Dewey said:

It is an attempt to beat down ideas with
a clu::;; the surrender of everything we be-

eve .

Mr, President, that is a very apt illus-
tration. This bill is an attempt to beat
down ideas by instilling fear; fear to
prevent people from expressing them=
selves in opposition to the party in pow=-
er; fear to criticize what some general
may be saying; fear to speak for a con-
stitutional amendment or orderly
change in the process of government;
fear of being haled into court; fear
that somebody might come in and testify
that he overheard a questionable state-
ment,

Governor Dewey was eminently right
when he said such bills are nothing but
aln batt.empt to beat down ideas with a
club.

Mr. President, it is all so very un-
necessary. Here this afternoon we could
sustain this veto, and pass a revised
Kilgore bill; including all the provisions
which the President wants as contained
in the Magnuson bill; including provi-
sions to put into operation all wartime
laws against sabotage and espionage
which are probably not now in opera-
tion; and inecluding a provision to make
the declaration of Congress meet the
requirements in the Constitution faqr the
application of the law of treason. I
would do that, and I think just about all
my colleagues would join me. We could
do all that this afternoon; yet, we pro-
ceed—not for the security of the United
States—because those things give us
security and protection, as admitted by
the sponsors of this bill; and, yet, in our
desire to save a few hours, we persist in
passing legislation which Mr. Dewey
says “is an attempt to beat down our
ideas with a club, the surrender of
everything we believe in.”

I quote further:

There is an American way to do this job, a
perfectly simple American way. We have
now 27 laws on the books, and I have the
whole list of them in front of me, outlawing
every concelvable act of subversion against
the United States.



15704

Mr. President, that was probably true
at that time. We have good laws. The
sponsors of this bill talk about this pre-
venting Communists from holding jobs.
That is already provided in the Federal
Government. It is said this bill pre-
vents the issuing of passports to Com-
munists. That is already done by exist-
ing regulation. The sponsors say this
prevents donors to Communist-front
organizations from deducting such
donations from their income tax. That
is already prevented. It is said that the
bill does a lot of other things which are
already provided by existing law.

It was Mr. Dewey’s professional opin-
jon, and he was in a position to know
very well, that the whole list outlawed
every conceivable act of subversion
against the United States.

We think conditions have changed
somewhat since May 1948. Those of us
who want to sustain the veto would like
to go further in the name of security
and have a provision to enable us to in-
tern dangerous Communists, spies, and
satoteurs in case of war or great national
emergency in the affairs of the United
States, or when our forces are fighting
for the United Nations to put down ag-
gression,

We would like to have an enactment
in the law which is not contained in the
MeCarran bill, to put into full effect all
the various existing laws relating to sab-
otage, espionage, and other acts against
the United States. These statutes are
not now in effect, because the expression
“in time of war” is used, and they refer
to the enemy.

The Governments of Austria, Ger-
many, and Japan, against which we were
at war, are not now in existence. The
laws in title 18 of the United States
Code, which are so necessary today, are
not operative, in my opinion. They
should be made ready to impose heavy
penalties to protect us against sabotage,
espionage, and sedition, during our pres-
ent efforts in Korea. These statutes
might protect us if we went to war again
with Austria, Germany, or Japan. Even
that is doubtful, because these nations
have no governments, and, of course, we
are not thinking about going to war with
those nations again.

In addition to that, we would like to
have passed a bill to put into effect
and strengthen all the laws against
sabotage and espionage recommended
by the President. These are described
both in the Magnuson bill and the Kil-
gore bill. Mr. Dewey, who has had a
great deal of experience with this mat-
ter, felt the 27 laws on the books were
sufficient; we want these laws to be ef-
fective, and we want additional laws. I
think it is our duty to get these addi-
tional protections.

What ars we trying to co? Are we
trying to protect the internal security of
the United States; or are we trying to
outlaw ideas and thoughts, restrict
speech, and enforce conformity of think-
ing? If we are interested only in the
internal security of the United States,
these 27 laws about which Mr. Dewey
talks, plus the bill which we could pass
in 30 minutes, and which the President
would sign, would give us a real start.
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If we are talking about the other things
I mentioned, we are encroaching in the
realm of the Constitution. The confer-
ence bill which we have before us, to
which many object, is an encroachment
on the Constitution.

Mr. President, after talking about these
27 laws, Mr. Dewey said:

I spent 11 years of my life as a prosecutor
in New York. That was in the days when
they sald nobody could clean up the or-
ganized underworld.

We all remember those days. We re-
member Lucky Luciano, and the opera-
tions in white slaves and narcotics by
one of the worst underworld gangs this
Nation has ever seen. It was said no-
body could clean up the organized under-
world. We had to use the methods of
dictators to go out and string them up.

That sounds akin to what we hear to-
day. In a great many places today, if
you marched weasel-looking Communists
into town, told some of the citizens there
were Communits in town, there would
be many people who would be willing to
go out and string them up. But, if they
were strung up, the next day the people
would be awfully sorry for what they had
done. It could be said that they were
horrible-looking people; nevertheless,
they were entitled to some rights.

This is a “string-up” bill. Without the
protection of the Constitution, lynchings
ocecur, and people eventually are sorry.
How can we justify a “string-up” law, a
constitution-limiting measure, such as
we have before us today. .

I remember one day back in the little
city of Shelbyville, Tenn., a Negro
man had committed a horrible offense
against society. Society could have
hanged him or sent him to prison for life.
But some people could not await orderly
processes. A mob formed and burned the
courthouse. There was, apparently, but
one person in the whole group who was
willing to speak up in behalf of the
constitutional rights of this law violator.
This lawyer was not very well known
throughout the State at that time. He
was a young practicing attorney in the
city. But when the mob came with
torches demanding the life of this law
violator, without giving him due proc-
ess—without a fair trial—this young
lawyer got up and pleaded that the mob
remember the Constitution. He pleaded
that the courts were established for the
purpose of meting out justice to this
man. He pleaded that any man was en-
titled to the protection of our Constitu-
tion. Finally the mob agreed with him
and subsided. The man was given a fair
trial. This young lawyer was unpopular
at the moment, but later he became
Governor of the great State of Tennessee
for three consecutive terms,

Governor Dewey said he spent 11 years
as a prosecutor in New York, Then he
said:

That was in the days when they sald
nobody could clean up the organized under-
world. They said we had to use the methods
of dictators, that we had to go out and string

them up. I had judges and even men in high
places tell me that.

Mr. President, it has been said that
judges will straighten out the constitu-
tional difficulties; but, here is Governor
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Dewey, who knows what he is talking
about, saying that judges are subject to
the whims of the day. I have heard
many arguments, both on the floor of the
Senate and in individual conversations
with Members of the Senate, to the effect
that it does not make much difference
what sort of a law we pass, it is the sort
of men who administer it that makes the
difference; that, even if we pass a good
law, by getting all the constitutional
kinks out of it, but do not have good
administration, the law will not be any
good, anyway, On the other hand, some
say if we pass an unconstitutional law, a
law with many difficulties in it—if we
have good men to administer it, every-
thing will be all right. That is the sort
of argument we hear. In other words, if
administrators make their own laws—
which Congress condemns from time to
time, and rightly so—things may be all
right.

Mr. President, two things occur to me
in rebuttal to that contention. In the
first place, we should not put ourselves
in the position of wanting an adminis-
trator to do something in contradiction
of the expression of Congress. We ought
not to put ourselves in the position of
wanting an administrator to enforce a
law that does not make sense, or to
enforce it in such a way that the rights
of the people are going to be adversely
affected.

If that is the attitude we take, we
might as well disband the Congress of
the United States and leave it up to the
Administrator to do anything he wants
to, and just hope he will do it right.

Let us remember always that this is
a government of laws and not of men.
The people have a right to look to the
laws for the protection of their rights.
Laws are the standards for the protec-
tion of property. The people have a
right to determine the law and know they
can rely on it. People must not be called
upon to know the whims and tempera-
ments of particular enforcement offi-
cers with respect to their rights and
privileges,

Mr. Dewey said, further:

A group of young men took it on, and
week after week, month after month, year
after year, they worked and they delivered
the city of New York from the control of
organized crime, and they did it by con-

stitutional means and under the Bill of
Rights.

That demonstrates what can actually
be done, even tiiough some persons, in
the hysteria of that time, said that it
could not be done.

Mr. Dewey further said:

Now, times are too grave to try any ex-
pedients and fail.

That is quite right, Mr. President. If
we try expedients, and they are knocked
out by the Supreme Court, we shall be
that much worse off. The people prose-
cuted will be martyred.

Mr. Dewey spoke of outlawing the
Communist Party. He said:

This expedient bas failed, this expedient
of outlawing has failed in Russia. It failed
in Europe, it failed in Italy, it failed in
Canada. And let me point out that in
Canada they tried it once and the Commu-
nist Party grew so powerful and dangerous
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that they repealed the law in 1936, and in
1040 they tried it again and the Communist
Party came right up with a dozen new false
faces exactly as 1t would do if you passed the
ludicrous law to outlaw them here.

Mr. President, here is what will hap-
pen: They will go through all the ad-
ministrative procedure and file a writ of
certiorari to the Supreme Court. Once
it is finally established that the Commu-
nist organizations must register, then,
as Mr. Dewey says:

The Communist Party came right up with
a dozen new false faces exactly as it would
do if you passed the ludicrous law to out-
law them here. They would come up under
40 new fronts, They would then say, “We
are not Communists anymore,” exactly as
they did in Canada—"we are Just good Ca-
nadians working to support our government.”
And what happened? What happened in
Canada is exactly what would happen here.
They became so strong that during the war,
in the face of a law which says it is illegal
to belong to the Communist Party, they de-
veloped the greatest atomic bomb spy ring
in history, and Canada had to repeal the law.

I am sure, Mr, President, that we all
remember what happened in that period.
The first downward step taken by the
Canadians in 1936 was legislation which
was similar to that which we have
before us. It provided for registration
and so on. In spite of that legislation,
the Communist Party’s influence grew—
as is usually the case—until, instead of
trying to improve the law, Canada passed
a harsher law in 1940. They finally got
the organizations to the point of regis-
tering, but they changed their names,
and two or three of the members of the
prior organization were elected to the
House of Commons. The Communists
grew so strong, under the suppression of
the Canadian law, which was supposedly
designed to give some security to Canada,
that in the face of that law several were
elected members of the House of Com-
mons and operated a spy ring. One
member of the House of Commons was
arrested and tried for being a member of
the spy ring.

That is the type of protection legisla~
tion such as this affords. But if the Ca-
nadians had passed the kind of measure
which many of us have been advocating
so strenuously—a measure providing for
the internment of dangerous persons and
for putting into effect the laws against
espionage and sabotage, and strengthen-
ing those laws—that situation would not
have developed in Canada.

Mr. Dewey pointed out that in Canada
the Communists—
became so strong that during the war, in
the face of a law which says it is illegal to be-
long to the Communist Party, they developed
the strongest spy ring in history to seek the
atomic secrets, and Canada had to repeal the
law.

In conclusion, Governor Dewey said:

Let us not make such a terrific blunder in
the United States, that we build up these
dangerous, venomous, subversive people with
the power to overthrow our Government.
Let us never make the blunders that have
been made throughout the history of the
world. Let us go forward as free Americans.
Let us have the courage to be free.

I think the veto message of the Presi-
dent is one of the greatest veto messages
any President has ever sent to any Con-
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gress. I congratulate him upon it. It
is strong, foreceful, and virtually de-
mands protection for the people of the
United States. However, almost as great
and almost as applicable to the matter
we are now discussing, are these guota-
tions from the statement made by Gov.
Thomas E. Dewey on May 18, 1948. Here
we have utterances of the leaders of both
our major political parties. I wish it
were possible for us to give further con-
sideration to what Governor Dewey had
to say at that time.

Mr. President, I think we must point
out some other unfortunate develop-
ments which will occur if this bill be-
comes law. I have talked about the re-
quirement of the bill that the Secretary
of Defense list and publish to the world
the names and locations of our vital de-
fense plants and establishments. Un-
der the conference bill, he must do this
with reference to plants in which he
does not want Communists to work.
These will be the plants in which Con-
gress will not want Communists to work.
The Secretary must publish his list im-
mediately, because the bill provides that
the Secretary of Defense is authorized
:.ind directed; it is not left to his discre-

on,

The publication of the required list
will not occur next year or after No-
vember 27 when the Congress returns,
for on page 7 of the hill, in subsection
(b), we find language stating definitely
and explicitly that the Secretary of De-
fense “shall cause such list as designated
and proclaimed, or any revision thereof,
to be promptly published in the Federal
Register, and shall promptly notify the
management of any facility so listed;
whereupon such management shall im-
mediately post conspicuously, and there-
after while so listed keep posted, notice
of such designation in such form and
in such place or places as to give reason-
able notice thereof to all employees of,
and to all applicants for employment in,
such facility.”

Note particularly, Mr. President, the
word “promptly.” That does not mean
2 or 3 months from now. It means as
soon as reasonably possible.

Mr. President, I heard one Senafor
say, “I do not like this bill. It contains
some unconstitutional provisions, and
the provision about having the Secretary
of Defense publish the list of our vital
defense plants is simply preposterous.”
That Member of the Senate, in speaking
to me, said, “Undoubtedly the Commu-
nists have been spending a great deal of
money in trying to find out the location
of these defense plants. But let us pass
this bill now, and then, when we return
in November or in January, we can iron
out or adjust or change any sections
of the bill which we may decide are un-
constitutional.”

Mr. President, Congress cannot oper-
ate in that manner. We who serve in
Congress are supposed to draft bills in
constitutional form before they are

passed, and not pass in a careless fash-

jon any measure which is introduced,
and later try to patch it up so as to put
it into proper constitutional form.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

15705

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. LONG. If the Senator will exam-
ine seetion 17, on page 18, of the confer-
ence report, he will see that it provides:

The foregoing provisions of this title shall
be construed as being in addition to and not
in modification of existing criminal statutes.

That means, as I take it, that all the
present security methods for which we
have provision on our statute books
would still be effective to protect the
United States, and section 5 (a) and sec-
tion 5 (b) would be in addition to them.

I believe the Senator will find, in sec-
tion 5 (b), the statement that the Secre-
tary of Defense shall list those facilities—

‘With respect to the operation of which he
finds and determines that the security of the
United States requires the application of the
provisions of subsection (a) of this section.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Yes; it requires the
Secretary of Defense to apply those pro-
visions to prevent Communists from
working in such a plant,

That provision refers to the vital de-
fense plants. The vital facilities are the
ones in which we do not want Commu-
nists to work.

Mr. LONG, I believe the Senator will
find that it is not the only meaning or
the entire meaning of that section
of the bill because it will also relate to
an entirely different problem than that
pertaining to the necessarily vital and
necessarily secret defense plants or es-
tablishments,

Mr, KEFAUVER. It simply does not
make sense to assume that we would per-
mit the Communists to work in impor-
tant, vital defense plants, and thus not
have to list such plants, and list only the
less vital plants. To assume we would
list the less sensitive plants—but not list
the vital plants—and only forbid the*
Communists to work in the plants which
were not vital would result in exactly
no security.

Obviously, the plants the Secretary of
Defense would have to list to keep out the
Communists, according to the intent of
Congress, would be the ones which are
vital to the defense of the United States.

Mr. LONG. But that is not the only
possible interpretation of that language.

Mr. KEFAUVER. If there is any
doubt in regard to the interpretation of
the language, the Senator should vote
to support the veto. Of course, it may
be that there is room for other interpre-
tations. But, if there is any doubt about
it, I think all Senators should vote to
support the veto, so as to give us time
to remove any doubt.

The Senator is referring to section 17,
which states:

The foregoing provisions of this title shall
be construed as being in a-ddition to and
not in modification of existing criminal
statutes.

I think that is the customary lan-
guage found in most statutes.

I believe the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana, for whose judgment I
have great respect, would agree that the
rule of interpretation is, if a new law
covers identical subject matter covered
by an earlier law, then the latter statute
supersedes the earlier statute. Undex
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that rule of interpretation, this bill, if
enacted, being the last legislative expres-
sion on the point, will prevail, if it covers
substantially the same subject matter
‘as an earlier statute. Of course, this
bill, when enacted, would have been en=-
acted after any other statutes on this
particular subject.

Mr. President, I do not know whether
there are Executive orders which prevent
Communists from working in certain
kinds of defense plants, but I think there
are such Executive orders.

Certainly section 5 of the conference
report would supersede and repeal any
Executive orders on the same subject,
as I think the Senator will agree.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question?

Mr., KEFAUVER. I yield.

Mr. LONG. The Senator knows that
the rule of statutory interpretation ac-
tually is that statutes on the same sub-
ject have the effect of repealing one
another only insofar as they are in con-
flict. If they deal with the same sub-
ject but do not conflict, then the later
statute does not repeal the earlier one.

Mr. KEFAUVER. If the intention is
to deal with the particular subject mat-
ter, then the later statute would pre-
vail. If there is now a statute or an
Executive order which attempts to regu-
Jate or determine who may work in a
defense plant, then, this being the latest
legislative statement on the subject,
would supersede and for practical pur-

poses repeal the prior law or Executive -

order.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee be kind
enough to yield? .

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wonder whether

_the Senator has examined page 50 of
the statement of the managers on the
part of the House, relative to section 5,
with which the colloquy between the
Senator from Tennessee and the Senator
from Louisiana has had to do?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I must confess to
the distinguished Senator that I have
not examined it.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mry. President, I won-
der whether the Senator will be kind
enough then to permit me to read it into
the REcorp. It bears very clearly upon
the matter being discussed between the
Senator from Tennessee and the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, the
difficulty about that is that I have talked
too long, and I am going to be accused
of delaying the vote, whereas I have no
such intention. If the Senator will pro-
tect me against that sort of criticism, I
would appreciate it. I want to yield the
floor as soon as I can. I do not want to
carry on the discussion to any greater
length than necessary.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do
not think the Senator needs to be pro-
tected. Everyone knows he has a con-
viction that he is standing by. The Sen=
ator from Florida recognizes that.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. With the under-
standing that I do not lose the floor, I
shall be happy to yield.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the Senator may yield for that
purpose.

Mr. GURNEY. I object.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, not
having an opportunity to read the pro-
vision at this time, would the Senator
object to my asking for its insertion in
the Recorp at this point, in connection
with the provisions to which I have re-
ferred.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That can be
done by unanimous consent only.

Mr. GURNEY. I object.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I am sorry. Mr.
President, I should like to pose a unani-
mous-consent request, if I may.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
think no one has any intention of de-
laying this matter longer than to give
Members an opportunity of expressing
themselves on the issues. I should like
to propose a unanimous-consent request
that we vote on this measure at 4 o'clock
this afternoon, and that the time be-
tween 2 o’clock and 4 be equally divided
between the Senator from Nevada, con-
trolling half the time, and the Senator
from New York [Mr, LEamaN], control-
ling the other half.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. O'CONOR. MTr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I note from the
clock that it 11:45 a, m. This is Satur-
day. We have been in continuous ses-
sion since 11: 30 o’clock yesterday morn-
ing, and those seeking to uphold the
President’s veto have occupied almost the
entire time since the hour of about 5: 30
yesterday afternoon. We have stayed in
session at the urgent suggestion of the
majority leader, and with the concur-
rence of other Senators who are vitally
interested in this legislation. Under the
circumstances, I am constrained to ob-
ject.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Maryland objects.

Mr. KEFAUVER. My, President, there
is one other problem I wish to discuss.
‘What is going to happen to the FBI boys
who are charged with the prevention of
sabotage and espionage and the investi-
gation of Communists in the United
States, if this bill is enacted into law?
That is a very serious problem, and one
which I think we ought to ponder a long
time, if we are interested in security. We
ought to let the FBI agents continue to
ferret out and keep in touch with dan-
gerous saboteurs and Communists and
fifth columnists in this country. That is
where their work can be done most ef-
fectively. We know the FBI has done a
good job. Its agents did a good job in
the last war, and we have tremendous
confidence in these young men and
women, and in the Director of the FBI

But, Mr. President, what is going to
happen if we pass this bill? Efforts of
the FBI agents will be dissipated in try-
ing to determine from the records in
one way or another whether or not some
fellow who may have been in a Com-
munist-front organization was really in
it or was merely a crackpot who had
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been making speeches. Instead of doing
work that will help safeguard the se-
curity of the United States, they will
be following the thought-control and
the conformity-to-party provisions of
this bill. They will be trying to de-
termine whether what somebody said
might tend to create a totalitarian dic-
tatorship; whether somebody is or is
not a member of some peace or other
organization; whether some professor
joined a certain organization, or whether
he withdrew from it. In the first place,
activities of that kind will waste the
efforts of the FBI men.

The next point which I think should
be considered is, How do the members of
the FBI operate? How are they able
to know who are the Communists and
the fifth columnists? How is it that
Mr. Hoover can say that there are 12,000
in one category and that there are 55,000
in another category? He knows. How
is it that he can say that in case he is
authorized and directed to do so, he
can pick them up immediately in time
of war and put them out of circulation.
He could do at least that if we were to
pass the Kilgore bill, or if we were to
pass the bill I had introduced.

Here is Mr, Hoover’s 1949 FBI report
for the fiscal year 1949, and there are
one or two statements in it which I
should like to read:

Muany situations arise where citizens
furnish information upon condition that
their identities be protected, or where our
own agents or others workng for the FBI
have penetrated subversive organizations,
which make it impossible to set forth the
identities and investigate reports. In
the handling of loyalty investigations, for
example, this problem was turned over to
the Civil Bervice Loyalty Review Board, and
rather than deprive the Government of
such information, the FBI was requested to
report the data given it without revealing
the identity of the source of the information.

Quoting further from page 3:

The value of protecting the identity of
under-cover agents was proved in the trial of
the 11 Communist leaders in New York. Had
their identities been revealed prematurely,
their usefulness would have been ended. It
is well known that Communists, their fel-
low travelers, and apologists have utilized
every stratagem to force the FBI to disclose
the identity of its sources of information,

Mr. President, let us consider that
part of the FBI report. The Commu-
nists want the FBI to disclose the iden-
tity of the sources of their information,
and they have used every method to try
to get the FBI to do it—in the words of
Mr, Hoover. How is the Government go-
ing to make out its case as to whether
some fellow is a member of a Commu-
nist-front organization or is a Commu-
nist?

Mr. President, the conference bill at-
tempts to give due process under the
fifth and sixth amendments, which pro-
vide that a person shall have a speedy
trial, be faced by his accusers, and not
be obliged to give evidence against him-
self. Suppose a man the FBI knows to
be a Communist is arrested. Or sup-
pose some long-haired professor, a mem-
ber of a Communist-front organization,
or one which is suspected of being a
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Communist-front organization, is picked
up. How is the case against him going
to be proved? How is he to be dealt with
under the due-process clause of the Con-
stitution? More specifically, the only
one who can be called upon to prove
the case against such an individual is
an FBI agent or a Central Intelligence
agent. The rule and the principle is
the same in either event. Is the Senate
of the United States going to require Mr.
Hoover to have his men reveal their
identity in the face of Mr. Hoover's own
statement which says that that is one of
the things the Communists have been
trying to get him to do for a long, long
time? Is the Senate going to require
Mr. Hoover’s agents to reveal their iden-
tity when Mr. Hoover says that if that
had been done prematurely they never
would have convicted the 11 Commu-
nists in New York? Again I say, we had
better think about how the men who
know feel that this matter can best be
handled.

There is an unusual feature about the
way the detention provision was finally
written into the McCarran bill. In order
to accomplish anything, it would be nec-
essary to suspend the writ of habeas cor-
pus. It is legally impossible to give
persons due process and at the same
time continue the effective writ of ha-
beas corpus. The purpose is to keep the
Communists in detention so that they
will not do damage to the United States.
Unless the right of habeas corpus is sus-
pended, if the Communists are to be
given due process, under which they can
demand speedy trial and so forth, they
may be held today but they will be out
tomorrow. Then it will be necessary to
bring them in again, and under habeas
corpus proceedings they could be out the
next day.

My bill provides an effective method
of operation in such instances. Unfor-
tunately, I cannot succeed in having
much thought given to it. It provides
that whenever the United States Armed
Forces are being used in military support
of the United Nations, that such action
shall be considered as levying war
against the United States. That would
enable us to suspend the writ of habeas
corpus.

Under the fifth amendment to the
Constitution there must be a present-
ment or indictment. An individual can-
not be put in jeopardy twice. He cannot
be made to testify against himself. He
cannot be deprived of life, liberty, or
property without due process.

Amendment No. 6 provides:

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public
tr. :

A public trial, if you please, Mr. Pres-
ident, by an impartial jury.

He is entitled—
to be informed of the nature and cause of

the accusation; to be confronted with the
witnesses against him.

There is no doubt that if the bill is
passed, it will place Mr. Hoover and his
agents in the position of having to make
out cases against Communists and Com-
munist-front organizations before the
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Board. The defendants will have a right
to cross-examine. They will have a right
to see the witnesses appearing against
them. They will have the right to find
out the source of their information.

The FBI, under such circumstances,
might as well fold up. The FBI gets
much of its information from individ-
uals on the promise that the FBI will
not divulge nor reveal the identity of
the informant. The FBI is not willing
to open up its files and be subjected to
embarrassment and lose its confacts.
Are we going to help the Communists
do the very thing that Mr. Hoover says
the Communists have been trying to get
the FBI to do—to disclose the identity
of the source of his information?

Mr. Hoover states that suppression and
outlawing is not the way to handle the
subversive problem. I have statements
by Mr, J. Edgar Hoover made before the
House committee. He went into the
matter in a great deal more detail in
those statements.

Mr. President, under the procedure
made necessary by the bill, we would
not gain any information; persons would
quit informing the FBI if their names
were going to be used and they were
going to be called into court to testify.
Many people would tell FBI agents some-
thing trusting in the honesty and the
honor of this great organization. An
informant would say, “I can tell you this,
if you are not going to quote me, and
not going to reveal the source from
which you received the information.”
I imagine that is the way in which the
FBI receives practically all its informa-
tion. But if the bill is passed, will any=-
one give information to the FBI any
more? If the FBI must bring its files
and witnesses before the Board in order
to prove its cases, are they going to be
able to operate in Communist organiza-
tions so that they can put their fingers
and their hands on the real dangerous
subversives when they need to do so?

Mr. President, I have in my hand the
Saturday Evening Post of July 29, 1950,
which contains the third of a series of
articles, I Posed as a Communist for the
FBI, by Matt Cvetic, as told to Pete
Martin. I am not going to read the
whole of the article because I want to
try to present my points and sit down
as soon as possible. He said:

In June 19847, my work as an FBI under=
cover man posing as a Communist in Pitts=
burgh took a new twist. Roy Hudson, a big
wheel in the local politburo, asked me to
lunch with him and George Wuchinich, who
was an even bigger wheel in the Communist
Party of the United States.

The result was that they gave Mr,
Cvetic additional duties, and he was
placed in the Communist cell out there.
He says—

Things were becoming so tense on the
undercover front that the FBI instructed me
to use a “drop” instead of bringing my re-
ports to the FBI headquarters or handing
them to FBI men who came to my hotel for
them. My drop was either a postoffice box
or an FBI agent doubling in brass as the
proprietor of a business establishment.

Here they had not only a man in the
cell itself, but they & 1d somebody posing
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as a proprietor of a business establish-
ment. He tells of his outside job; that
he was kicked out because the man who
employed him heard that he was run-
ning around with some Communists;
that he told his employer “Just suspend
judgment about this and trust me that
things are eventually going to be all right
so far as my status is concerned.” This
employer let him continue to work for
him. He said:

One thing I was happy about was that if
anyone in the party suspected another mem-
ber of being an FBI stool pigeon, he usually
asked me to take it up with Steve Nelson.
Steve was too important to be bothered hy
every Tom, Dick, and Harry who was seeing
FBI agents under his bed.

This man became so well entrenched
in the Communist cell that they would
ask him to try to find out whether there
were FBI agents in the outfit. The
article is a very interesting one, dealing
as it does with the operation of a for-
mer FBI agent. He went to New York
and attended a rally, posing all the time
as a Communist. He even came down to
Washington. The article tells the vari-
ous ways he would get his reports to the
FBI. I think the last two paragraphs
might be of interest. He tells of his
hope that Mr. Hoover would let him tes-
tify in the trial of the 11 Communists in
New York, because he is tired of being
an undercover agent and he was anxious
to get out with some respectability. He
was not called to testify. So he had to
gouon as an FBI agent in & Communist
cell.

He says: "

Once we realize that, it ought to be a com-
fort to know that, while there's a fifth col-
umn in this country that gives its first loy=-
alty to a foreign government, there is also a
sixth column working to hamstring that
fifth column, This sixth column is made up
of the FBI's undercover men.

He says there is no reason why people
in the country should not know that—
while the Communist Party is infiltrat-
ing various places—the FBI is infiltrating
the party’s ranks. He says:

The Communist Party knows that the FBI
is doing this. What it doesn’t know is which
of their comrades are really FBI undercover
men and which aren’t.

I'm proud that I was part of that sixth
column. I am also proud of the fact that
in the first 2 weeks after it became known
that I'd been an undercover man, I got 17
threatening letters and phone calls. Most
of them were of the “keep your big mouth
shut or we'll shut it for you” variety. A
lot of them were from cranks. But I have
reason to think that some of them were
probabl; genuine. And I'm proud that the
Dally Worker thought me worth a smear
campaign. The more menacing letters and
calls I get and the more I'm smeared by the
United States Commies, the more worth
while the job I did seems,

On the first of May of this year the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service of the
United States Department of Justice gave
me a job as an investigator assigned to its
Pittsburgh staff. That was nice. But even
nicer was the look I saw on the face of one
of my sons while I was testifying before the
House Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties. In referring to my first appearance be=
fore the committee, the Washington corre=
spondent of the Pittsburgh Press put it this
way.
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He goes on to deseribe how even his
son had not known that he was an FBIL
undercover man, and how the son, be-
cause he had some misgivings about his
father, brightened up with much appre-
ciation when he found that after all his
father was an FBI agent and not a Com-
munist.

“Mr. President, if these FBI agents must
testify before the Board, how will they
keep their identity secret? How will
they continue to operate in Communist
circles if they must come out in the open
before the Board? How will they get
their information? Mr. President, this
bill puts a terrible burden on the FBI
agents.

Not only does this man in the Saturday
Evening Post tell the heartbréaks he went
through because people suspected that
he might be a Communist, but he was
ostracized. He really made t.remendm_.ls
sacrifices to-be an undercover agent in
a Communist cell. Mr. President, are
we going to require this man to register
in order to keep up his work? Are we
going to require him to undergo public
humiliation by putting his name on a
list as a Communist, in order to enable
him to maintain his inside activities and
to continue his work in Communist
groups?

What wouléd happen if the law were
carried out the way the bill is written.
It is doubtful, that it will, but suppose
that all members of this Pittsburgh Com-
munist outfit registered. He was an of-
ficer in it. He was the fellow they as-
signed the job to find out who the FBI
agents were. Suppose the members of
the cell were registered. Suppose his
name is not on the list. The finger of
suspicion is pointed at him. He is asked,
“Why don’t you register? You must be
the FBI agent.” All contact would be
Jost. Mr. Hoover knows what he is talk-
jng about when he says that to be re-
quired to reveal the identity of in-
formants and the identity of their un-
dercover agents would be disastrous to
the work of the FBI.

Mr. President, I have before me an
editorial from a Scripps-Howard news-
paper. Two of such newspapers are pro-
gressive newspapers in Tennessee. They
are the Knoxville News-Sentinel and the
Memphis Press-Scimitar. We in Ten-
nessee are proud of these papers and of
their capable editors. After the Senate
passed the McCarran bill, these news-
papers took a reasonable position about
the matter; 2 position that was taken by
many Members of the Senate. It is that
in the House and in the Senate all kinds
of legislation on this subject had been
passed, that the House had passed one
version and the Senate had passed an-
other version, including a hodgepodge
of seven or eight bills. Practically all the
so-called anti-Communist bills in Con-
gress had been passed through at least
one House and sent to conference. The
Scripps-Howard newspapers expressed
the sentiment that the bill that had
passed one Senate was not satisfactory,
and that the bill that had passed the
other House was not satisfactory. They
hoped that out of all of these measures
the conferees would write something
worth while. It was hoped that the
committee would give the country some
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genuine security but would not encroach
upon the freedoms of the people.

I hoped so too. I hoped the conferees
would leave out the thought-control and
freedom-depressing provisions and pre-
sent a measure that would provide only
for security. Instead of doing that they
made the bill worse, They required the
Secretary of Defense to list the vital de-
fense plants. The concentration pro-
vision was made permanent. The hill
was not approved in any respect. So the
conference did not help the bill,

On September 23, the Washington
News, a Scripps-Howard newspaper,
published an editorial entitled, “The
Veto Message.” It presents the position
of the Scripps-Howard papers as ex-
pressed in the Washington Daily News.
I have not read all of the editorial; but
I am sure the Members of the Senate
would be interested in knowing what the
intelligent and thoughtful men of this
great group of newspapers think, I
read:

THE VETO MESSAGE

Only time can tell whether the House has
made the terrible mistake which President
Truman believes it made by passing the so-
called Communist-control bill over his veto.

But certainly the House did not give the
veto message the careful consideration which
it deserved, and for which Mr. Truman has
sent a personal plea to each Member.

It was an exceedingly impressive message.
Its tone was temperate. Its statement of
the principle that this free country should
punish men for crimes they commit, but
never for opinions they have, was eloquent.
Its explanation of the reasons why the Presi-
dent felt compelled to disapprove the bill,
after huge majorities of both parties in both
branches of Congress had voted for it, was
painstaking and persuasive.

Yet the adjournment-headed House could
hardly wait for its reading clerk to drone
through the message before starting its roll-
call vote to override the veto.

And, though the Senate went into a long
night session, there was little more evidence
there of open-minded willingness to discuss
the President’s arguments on their merits.

As this edition of the News gces to press,
the Senate is still in session. And the
atmosphere of gravel-throated filibuster
oratory and heavy eyelids is not conducive
to clear and statesmanlike thinking or legis-
lation.

Mr. Truman may be mistaken in his opin-
jon—an opinion which, he said, is also held
by the Deprrtments of Justice, Defense, and
State and the Central Intelligence Agency—
that the law which now goes on the statute
books will help, not hurt, the Communists,

The dangers which he sees in this legis-
lation—dangers * to national security, to
America's relations with other friendly na-
tions, to the rights of all citizens—may be
less than he believes, or may be nonexistent.

Laws previously enacted may be—and, in
this newspaper’'s opinion, are—less adequate
than‘Mr. Truman thinks to protect the coun-
try from “the real dangers of treason, espio-
nage, sabotage, and actions looking to the
overthrow of our Government by force and
violence.”

And, unquestionably, the votes in Congress
on this bill reflect a heavily predominant
belief among the American people that
strong and comprehensive new legislation is
needed.

But legislation enacted in such times of
stress as these can be, and in other such
times has been, too comprehensive and too

. strong to be wise and safe. The people and

their Congress cannot afford to be too sure
that Mr. Truman is mistaken.

Just.

SEPTEMBER 23

When Congressmen reassemble again, in
November, they should give Mr. Truman’s
veto message thoughtful attention. And
then, in the calmer, postelection light, they
should be resolutely prepared to enact such
legislation as appears to be needed by the
situation as it exists at that time.

Mr. President, it would be well to fol-
low this good advice and allow this mat-
ter to go over until we return in Novem-
ber. Then we could act with more calm.
We could cull out the bad features of
the bill. I would be satisfied with even
less than suggested by the Scripps-How-
ard papers. I believe if we would stay
here two more days we could compose
satisfactory legislation.

Mr. Presiuent, I wish to read briefly
from an advertisement yhich appeared
in the New York Times of July 7, 1947, in
which Prof. Robert M. Hutchins, chan-
celler of Chicago University, and former
president and former dean of Yale Law
School, inade a speech entitled “What
Price Freedom?” This speech was re-
produced in many other papers, as an
advertisement presented as a public
service by the International Latex Corp.,
Playtex Park, Dover, Del, It says:

We hear on every side that the American
way of life is in danger. I think it is. I
also think that many of those who talk the -
lgudest about the dangers to the American
way of life have no idea what it is and conse-
quently no idea what the dangers are that it
is in.

You would suppose, to listen to these peo-
ple, that the American way of life consisted
in unanimous tribal self-adoration. Down
with criticism; down with protests; down
with unpopular opinions; down with inde-
pendent thought. Yet the history and tra-
dition of our country make it perfectly
plain that the essence of the American way
of life is its hospitality to criticism, protest,
unpopular opinions, and independent
thought. A few dates like 1620, 1776, and
1848 are enough to remind us of the motives
and attitudes of our ancestors. The great
American virtue was courage.

We ought to be afraid of some things. We
ought to be afraid of being stupid and un-
We are told that we must be afraid
of Russia, yet we are busily engaged in
adopting the most stupid and unjust of the
ideas prevalent in Russia, and are doing so
in the name of Americanism. The worst
Russlan ideas are the police state, the aboli-
tion of freedom of speech, thought, and
assoclation, and the notion that the indi-
vidual exists for the state. These ideas are
the basis of the-cleavage between east and
west.

Yet every day in this country men and
women are being deprived of their livelihood,
or at least their reputation, by unsubstanti-
ated charges. These charges are then
treated as facts In further charges against
their relatives or associates. We do not throw
people into jail because they are alleged to
differ with the official dogma. We throw
themr out of work and do our best to create
the impression that they are subversive and
hence dangerous, not only to the State, but
also to everybody who comes near them.

The result is that every public servant must
try to remember every tea party his wife has
gone to in the past 10 years and endeavor to
recall what representatives of which for-
eign powers she may have met on these
occasions. A professor cannot take a po-
sition on any public question without look=
ing into the background of everybody who
may be taking the same position on the same
question. If he finds that any person who is
taking the same position on this question has
been charged with taking an unpopular po-
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sition on another question, the professor had
better not take any position on this ques=
tion, or he may be haled before some com-
mittee to explain himself?

Is this the American way of life? The
great American word is freedom, and in par-
ticular, freedom of thought, speech, and as=
sembly. Asserting the dignity of man, and
of every man, America has proclaimed and
protected the freedom to differ. Each man
is supposed to think for himself. The sum
of the thoughts of all is the wisdom of the
community. Difference, disagreement, dis-
cussion decided by democratic processes are
required to bring out the best in the citizens.
America has grown strong on crificism. It
would be quite as consistent with the Ameri-
can way of like to offer prizes for the most
penetrating criticism of our country as it
would be to offer prizes to those who have
done the best job of advertising it.

The heart of Americanism is independent
thought. The cloak-and-stiletto work that
is now going on will not merely mean that
many persons will suffer for acts that they
did not commit, or for acts that were legal
when committed, or for no acts at all., Far
worse is the end result, which will be that
critics, even of the mildest sort, will be
frightened into silence. Stupldity and in-
justice will go unchallenged because no one
will dare to speak against them.

To persecute people into conformity by
the nonlegal methods popular today is little
petter than doing it by purges and pogroms,
The dreadful unanimity of tribal self-ador-
ation was characteristic of the Nazi state. It
is sedulously fostered in Russia, It is to the

ee un-American,

lm;g;gtrmn education has not been con=
structed on such un-American principles,
In general, the practice has been to give the
student the facts, to try to help him learn
to think, and to urge him to reach his own
conclusions. It is not surprising that the
heart of American education is the same as
that of Americanism: it is independent
thought. American education has not tried
to produce indoctrinated automatons, but
{ndividuals who can think, and who will
think always for themselves. The basic
principle of American government, and one
that accounts for the importance of educa=
tion in this country, is that if the citizens
learn to think and if they will think for
themselves, the Republic is secure. The
basic principle of the Russian dictatorship
is that the people cannot think or cannot
be trusted to think for themselves.

The American doctrine rests on the prop-
osition that it is the individual in himself
that counts. It is not who his father was,
or how much money he has, or what his color
or creed Is, or what party he belongs to, or
who his friends are, but who and what is he?
So the test of a teacher is whether he is
competent. The professional competence of
a teacher is hardly a question on which lay
bodies, or even administrators or trustees,
would wish to pass without the advice of
persons professionally competent in the
teacher’s field.

The way to fight ideas is to show that you
have better ideas. No idea is any good un-
less it is good in a crisis, You demonstrate
the failure of your ideas if, when the crisis
comes, you abandon them or lose faith in
them or get confused about them to the
point of forgetting what they are. The
American idea is freedom. Freedom neces-
sarily implies that the status quo may come
under the criticism of those who think it
can be improved. The American idea is
that the state exists for its citizens and
that change in society must occur to meet
their developing needs,

And what would the FBI say of Thomas
Jefferson, who calmly remarked in his first
inaugural, “If there be any among us who
wish to dissolve this Union, or change lts
republican form, let them stand undisturbed,
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as monuments of the safety with which error
of opinion may be tolerated where reason is
left free to combat 1t?”

Jefferson was not in favor of revolution; he
was serene in the face of talk of it because
he had confidence In our people, in our in-
stitutions, in democracy, and in the value,
power, and results of independent thought.

We are now in the midst of a cold war.
We must protect ourselves against external
enemies, their representatives in this coun-
iry, and any citizens who may be conspiring
to overthrow or betray the Government,
But the statute books are already filled with
laws directed to these ends. It has never
been shown that there are so many spies or
traitors in this country, or that the external
danger is so great and imminent that we
have to divert the entire attention of our peo-
ple into one great repressive preoccupation,
into one great counterrevolution in which
the freedoms of our citizens must be thrown
overboard as too burdensome for the floun-
dering ship of state to carry.

It is useful to remember that Jefferson
spoke in 1801, when our Constitution was
12 years old, and when the infant republic
was in dreadful danger from deep divisions
within and from the wars that were raging
between the great powers. If he was right
in speaking in such a way at such a time,
we cannot be far wrong if now, when America
is the most powerful Nation on earth, we
seek to recapture some of his sanity and
courage.

How is the educated man to show the fruits
of his education in times like these? He
must do it by showing that he can and will
think for himself. He must keep his head,
and use it. He must never push other
people around, nor acqulesce when he sees
it done. He must struggle to retain the
perspective and the sense of proportion that
his studies have given him and decline to
be carried away by waves of hysteria. He
must be prepared to pay the penalty of un=
popularity. He must hold fast to his faith
in freedom. He must insist that freedom is
the chief glory of mankind and that to
repress it is in effect to repress the human
spirit.

(Presented as a public service by Interna=
tional Latex Corp., Playtex Park, Dover, Del.)

Mr, President, before I resume my
seat I wish to ask unanimous consent to
present a resolution from the Special
Committee To Investigate Crime in In-
terstate Commerce asking for contempt
proceedings against Harry Russell.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, we would
have to have a quorum call for that, and
I object at this time. There will be
plenty of time to take that up when we
finish the veto message. There are three
other maftters similar to that which are
on the calendar, which the Senator from
Texas [Mr. ConNaLLY] reported, and we
will take them all up at one time,

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think the Sena=
tor from Texas got his through yester=
day, and I was anxious to get mine
through. I think they should all go
down to the district attorney together,

Mr, LUCAS. I am very much in favor
of that, but we would have to have a
quorum call in order to do it, and I think
we had better wait until we finish the
pending business. There will be plenty
of time for it.

Mr, EEFAUVER. I yield the floor.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr, President,
first of all, I want to commend the work
of the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. KerFaUveR], for the diligence
which he demonstrated, for his keen,
patriotic, and devoted regard for the in-
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stitutions of this Republic and the
traditions and the principles of Ameri-
can democracy.

Mr. President, I believe I am to con-
clude, so far as I know, the remarks of
those Senators who wish to sustain the
President’s veto. It was my privilege to
be granted the floor immediately after
the reading of the President’s veto mes-
sage. At that time I utilized, I believe,
35 minutes to address myself to the sub-
ject of the message and to the subject
matter of the McCarran bill. During
my discourse I emphasized what I hon-
estly believed to be the weakness of the
MecCarran anti-Communist measure. I
want to say that I know that those who
were its authors worked with all sin-
cerity and were desirous of perfecting
legislation which would meet some of the
needs of strengthening the basic law of
our country to protect this Republic and
to protect our institutions of freedom. |/

It is a great privilege to serve in the
Senate and to be given an opportunity
to have honest differences of. opinion
and to be able to express those differ-
ences of opinion. I am convinced that
the greatness of this Nation is due to the
fact that we have had competition of
ideas. I believe competition of ideas is
fundamental. I believe that intellec-
tual freedom is the very heart of a free
way of life. It is because of my deep
concern for intellectual freedom, be-
cause of my deep concern for personal
liberty, that I rise again to urge upon
the Senate to sustain the President’s
veto. i

I recognize that there is great unrest
in America over the Communist men-
ace. I recognize that millions of our
people believe that the measure which
is before us will do the job of protecting
the security of the Nation. I also rec=
ognize, Mr. President, that it is a fun-
damental obligation of a man in public
life not only to follow, but to lead. I
believe the job of a man in politics is
basically to educate himself and to at-
tempt to the best of his ability to edu«
cate those whom he serves. I can think
of no greater honor that could be be-
stowed upon one than to be elected by
his fellow citizens to represent them in
a great, free Congress such as we have,

Every word I have said on this bill
has come from my heart. Every
thought I have had about it has been
one which has literally taken days,
months, and years out of my life. I
have never wrestled with a problem so
difficult, nor have I ever been so per=
plexed and so disturbed over any de-
cision which I have made,

It is not easy to know what is right
and what is wrong in a situation such as
that which confronts our country,
These are moments of tension and
strain, These are moments of passion,
yes, and of hysteria. But I submit that
it is the responsibility of the men in the
Government of the United States serv-
ing in the Congress to be deliberate, to
meditate, to seek guidance, and to ask
that the truth may be made known. If
there is anything that is crystal clear
in my mind in these days, it is that we
must preserve the mechanisms in Amer-
ica to find the truth. Our laboratory
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has as its equipment the groups of po-
litical bodies out of which will come,
from the refiner’'s fire of the conflict of
ideas, those decisions which can be
honorably defended and proudly pro-
claimed.

I do not suppose, Mr. President, that
the Congress of the United States has
been faced with a more difficult and
crucial decision on legislation than that
which we have before us at the present
time, in all its history. Oh, yes, Mr,
President; there was one other time.
I must be correct in my historical anal-
ysis. In 1798 the Congress of the United
States passed the alien and sedition
laws, But I will say this for the alien
and sedition laws, that their penalty was
to be prescribed by the courts and
throcugh jury trial. The penalty of this
bill is to be prescribed by an administra-
tive tribunal appointed by the President,
two members of which shall be from his
party, and one minority member, serv-
ing at the discretion of the President. I
have great faith in the President. I hope
I can live in an America where I shall
always have faith in the office of the
Presidency. I believe it makes men be-
come great men. But I submit that it is
an almost unprecedented thing to estab-
lish by the law of this land an adminis-
trative tribunal that shall decide what
groups shall be acceptable, what groups
shall be respectable. I say that under
the terms of this bill, those terms which
establish a definition of what are called
Communist-front organizations, we are
entering upon some dangerous and tur-
bulent waters, and it is entirely probable,
in days to come, when passion and frenzy
may grip the people, or when some
power-crazed politician gets hold of the
reins of Government, that some one may
be able to rub out competition by smear
and the stigma of smear. We have been
approaching that point, Mr, President.
A new technique in American politics has
come into our midst, a technique that
was developed to its finest point by ruth-
less, bigoted, immoral Hitler—the tech-
nique of the big lie. Hitler's master
propagandist, Mr. Goebbels, told the big
lie again and again, Mr. Hitler did not
destroy his opposition with facts. He
never confronted his opposition with
facts. Mr. Hitler destroyed his opposi-
tion with smear, with the big lie. He
branded as subversives those who stood
against him, and the full power of the
state was brought to bear upon them.

There are would-be Hitlers in America,
Mr. President. Thank God they are not
in public office, but they could be. If the
people should lose their sense of balance,
we could have an American-style Hitler,
I hope that shall never happen, and I
say, in all reverence, that I pray it shall
never happen. I hope we shall never be
cursed with such a ruthless, barbarie
philosophy as that which is found in
communism. But I submit that every
time a State has tried to eradicate its
opposition—and history is filled with
examples—those who were to be eradi-
cated and destroyed rose up to destroy
those who planned their destruction.

My friend and able colleague, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
KerAuvEr], has presented historical
facts. Every state, every nation that has
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ever fried to outlaw a political party,
every state, every nation that has tried
to submerge a political party, every
state, every nation that has tried to out-
law thought groups, pressure groups, or
pseudo-political groups, has lived to rue
the day; it has lived to see its work
destroyed.

People may say, “The Senator from
Minnesota is talking in the realm of the
doctrine of eventuality, The Senator
from Minnesota is seeing things that will
never happen.” Well, I want to remind
this honorable body that our fore-
fathers who wrote the Declaration of
Independence and those who wrote the
Constitution tried to protect the funda-
mental rights of the American people
because they, too, saw some eventualities,

They, too, saw the possibility of, “the
man on horseback.” That is why there
is provision in the Constitution for sepa-
ration of powers, and that is why the
Constitution was amended by the addi-
tion of the Bill of Rights, and that is
why Thomas Jefferson and Thomas
Paine would not work for the passage of
the Constitution as it was first drafted,
because they wanted the Bill of Rights
to be included in the Constitution.

Mr. President, the Constitution is great
because of the inclusion of the Bill of
Rights. The Bill of Rights is to the
American people, in a political sense,
what the Ten Commandments are to the
people in a moral and spiritual sense.
Any tampering with the Bill of Rights
is a tampering with the lifeblood of a
free society.

I am not a great exponent of constitu-
tional law; I am not even a poor ex-
ponent of constitutional law. Iam nota
lawyer. I am not debating whether this
bill is constitutional. I think only the
courts can decide that. Undoubtedly,
the courts will be given that opportunity,
because I say—not in a spirit of defeat-
ism, but with what I consider to be a
sound recognition of the political reali-
ties—that this bill, which has been
vetoed by the President, will become
public law. I have not fooled myself
for a moment into thinking that our
efforts here on the floor of the Senate
would change enough votes to result in
having the Senate sustain the veto.

But I say with equal candor that it is
not always necessary to win the first
battle. I am more concerned about win-
ning the long-run fight for human free-
dom. I am more concerned about pre-
serving the basic institutions of human
liberty. I am more concerned with pre-
serving the doctrine of Milton, in his
plea for free speech. I am concerned
about making as a living force in Ameri-
can life, the hopes, the dreams, and the
philosophy of Thomas Jefferson, of Sam-
uel Adams, of James Madison, and of
Thomas Paine,

I am concerned with doing what
Thomas Aquinas, the great Catholic
scholar of the twelfth century, wanted—
to have it inscribed in the hearts of men
and on the tablets of law: That there
are certain divine and natural rights
which no government can take away.

I believe in democracy. I believe we
have a creed and a faith that is so much
more dynamic and so much more mili-
tont than anything that communism
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ever knew that I, for one, cherish the
opportunity just to proclaim it.

I believe, with Jefferson, that:

We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain
inalienable rights, that among these are
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

I believe in human equality. I believe
there are certain truths which are self-
evident, and I believe that every right I
have as an American citizen, as a per-
son, as one created in the image of his
Maker, is an inalienable right, and is
given to me, not by the Congress, not by
the Democratic Party or by the Repub-
lican Party, not given to me by a Presi-
dent, but given to me by God Almighty.

I say to the Senate, and to each indi-
vidual Senator, “You are not tampering
with public law, but you are tampering
with natural law, you are defying divine
law, when you deny any human being
the right to be his own exponent, his
own priest, his own disciple, and to be
able to be his own exponent without fear
of retaliation.”

I have said again and again that as
far as the registration procedures for
Communists—as those procedures are
provided in this bill—are concerned, if’
it is possible to get Communists to reg-
ister, more power to those who are able
to get them to do so. But I say with
equal force and conviction that the Com-
munists will no more register than the
thieves will go see the sheriff. The
Voorhis Act has been on the statute books
for 10 years, but no one has been regis-
tered under that act, because, in order to
require registration under it, it is neces-
sary to prove foreign control.

Similarly, Mr. President, this bill re-
quires that foreign control be proved, be-
fore any Communists can be required to
register,

If we can prove foreign control by evi-
dence and by fact, why do not we require
the Communists to register under the
Voorhis Act? We do not require that
because we cannot prove, in our courts of
law, under the procedures of due process
of law, the existence of such foreign
control,

It is even difficult to get foreign agents
to register; and yet we watch them with
the careful eye of an intelligence officer.

No, Mr, President; I say again and
again that if we can get the Communists
to register, then let us regquire them fo
register and let us register them. How-
ever, if we break down our entire coun-
terespionage system, if we badger and
burden the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation with needless detail in requiring
that Bureau to run down a lot of good-
for-nothing persons, many of whom do
not have sufficient intelligence to know
how to do a bad thing, let alone to know
how to do a good thing, we shall not be

helping the internal security of the

United States.

Mr, President, there are two danger-
ous features of this bill. One is, as the
President said, that the bill is so elumsy
and so ineffective, in terms of making it
possible to find the dangerous saboteurs
and Communists, and to be able to regis-
ter them, because of the procedures pre-
scribed in the bill, that it will virtually
make unworkable the institutions of our



1950

national security and our internal secu-
rity. That is my conviction, too, Mr.
President. I may be wrong. I know it
was the conviction of my dear and re-
spected friend, the junior Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Doucras], who gave on the
floor of the Senate the most powerful,
pointed, scholarly address on the weak-
nesses of this bill that has been pre-
sented; and no one has answered the
documentation and the ‘argument and
the evidence which he presented to the
Senate. Senators can say they do not
want to answer the Senator from Illinois,
or that he is too intelligent to be met in
debate, or that he has too much infor-
mation, and that therefore other Sena-
tors do not want to get involved in a dis-
cussion with him; but I assert that the
only answer which will be sufficient is for
Senators to answer the charges and the
assertions and the arguments and the
documentation and the facts and the
proof which have been produced before
the Senate by the distinguished junior
Senator from Illinois. If other Senators
cannot answer that, Senators should
vote to sustain the President’s veto.

Then, Mr, President, we come to the
other part of the bill which is dangerous;
I refer now to the part of the bill deal-
ing with Communist-front organiza-
tions.

Mr. President, I have prepared a con-
siderable amount of material dealing
with Communist-front organizations
and dealing with the question of how
we should be able to find out what is a
Communist-front organization.

Let us consider for a moment some
of this material. In determining
whether an organization is a Commu-
nist-political organization or a Commu-
nist-front organization, I should say,
certain criteria and procedures are set
up. The standards the Subversive
Board has to apply in determining
whether an organization is a Commu-
nist-front organization, are very flexi-
ble, and, I submit, dangerous. To put it
bluntly, the first thing in determining
whether an organization is a Commu-
nist-front organization, is to find
whether the persons who are active in
the organization and hold office in it
are active in a Communist-political or-
ganization or in a Communist foreign
government or in the Communist world
movement. In other words, are there
Communists in the organization? That
is the first thing to determine.

But how many Communists are re=-
quired to make an organization a Com=-
munist-front? Does this bill say how
many are required in order to determine
that an organization is a Communist
front? Does it say that if the president
of the organization is a Communist, it
is a Communist front? Does it say that
if the secretary of the organization is a
Communist, it is therefore a Commu-
nist-front? Does it say that if the
treasurer of the organization is a Com=-
munist, it is therefore a Communist-
front? It says nothing. It says not
one word about determining how many
Communists it takes to make a Com-
munist-front organization. I imagine
there was good reason for that, because
the authors of this bill are perfectly
aware that in some of the most honored
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and respected organizations in the world
Communists are involved. I shall point
that out in a moment.

The board must determine on its own,
according to its own standards and on
its own procedures, whether one Com-
munist makes it a Communist-front or-
ganization, or whether it takes 10, or
whether one Communist who is really
“hopped up” with communism makes it
more of a Communist-front organization
than several Communists who are some-
what fuzzy about it.

It could decide that one Commumst. is
enough. I know of nothing in this bill
that says it could not. This wide range
of discretion might do terrible damage
to perfectly good organizations.

Communists as we know do not often
disclose their Communist afiiliations.
They impose on the innocent. We are
told that they have infiltrated religious
organizations and other groups; and yet
the Board under this standard has au-
thority to contact loyal, patriotic, self-
respecting organizations, because of the
presence of undisclosed Communists in
their midst. This clause would permit
the branding not only some of our labor
unions but also some other perfectly
reputable organizations, such as the
Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace.

Mr, President, did you ever hear of
Alger Hiss? 1Isthe Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace a Communist-
front organization? I venture to say
that there have been a few Commies
around. Well, we shall have to look into
that when this Board is established; and
I want to say for the record now that
we had better start looking into the
Carnegie Endowment Fund.

How about public officials who testified
in behalf of Mr. Alger Hiss? Did they
contribute substantially to communism?
There were some very well known and
respected public officials who so testi-
fied; yet Mr. Hiss was on the so-called
inside. He was not one of the outsiders,
one of the small fry; he was on the
inside.

The next standard which the Board
is to apply in order to deal with the
activities of the organization is the ex-
tent to which its efforts, resources, or
personnel are used to promote the politi-
cal objectives of the Communist move-
ment,.and the extent to which the posi-
tions it takes on matters of policy do
not deviate from those of the Communist
organization.

My colleagues, I want youto know that
in the criteria for this bill its authors
did not put 10 percent on this side for
that standard and 20 percent for the
other; no, not at all. The standards
are set out in the bill as to how we are
to find out whether an organization is a
Communist front. There is no waiting,
there is no yardstick, there is no arith-
metical proportion, no geometrical pro-
portion; there is no way in the world
to measure it. We are simply going to
leave it up to the five members and let
them measure it—the five members of
the Subversive Board, appointed by the
President, three members from his own
political party and two from the mi-
nority party. I have a good deal of faith
in people, but I also know something
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about human nature, because I know a
little something about myself, and I want
to say that this kind of legislation, in
the hands of people who are a bit reck-
less with power can put a tremendous
burden upon the principles of freedom
in our land.

I commented about the extent to
which the positions the Board-takes on
matters of policy do not deviate from
those of the Communist organization.
Using these standards, the Board can
find that organizations which follow a
policy which at the same time is being
followed by the Communist move-
ment could be Communist-front organ-
izations. They could be. During the
war, all political parties in this country
were in favor of the defeat of the Axis.
Communists? Were they patriotic?

I want to say, my friends, we have
photographs of some of the most distin-
guished Members of this body in the
company of some of the meanest, lousi-
est Communists who ever breathed a
breath. They were for unity. Now,
what about that? Does that make
the other political parties Communists
or Communist-fronts, or does it make
some group that happened to have be-
lieved at the same time with the rest
of the liberty-loving Americans, that we
ought to defeat Hitler? We have all fol-
lowed the same line—Communists, Re-
publicans, Democrats, all people alike.
There is no fabrication in the language
of the bill which is before us.

I am not saying it was intended this
way by the authors of this proposed leg-
islation. I want to say with all the sin-

" cerity I can command that the Senators

who have spoken on the floor in behalf
of this bill have spoken with sincerity,
with conviction, and with honest belief.
But I also want to submit that when we
are preparing a law which is not an
emergency law but is a long-term per-
manent law, we had betier be pretty
careful of the language, because, once
a law is placed on the books, it is hard
to get it off; it is difficult, indeed, to get.
it off.

I said that during the war all the po-
litical parties and practically all the
groups in this country had the same par-
ticular political objective—defeat of the
Nazis, defeat of fascism. I think I can
document by time, place, hour, and
printed evidence, that responsible, patri-
otic, loyal American citizens were seen
in public places discussing with known
Communists how we would win the war.
Mr. President, you and I know that was
not making these loyal people Commu-
nists. But, at least on the surface, they
had the same objectives.

At the present time in this country
there may be political organizations,
there may be candidates for office who
recommend the abandonment of our pro-
grams for foreign aid. I want to drill
this point home. I say now that there
is no one policy our Governtment has
established which is more bitterly as-*
sailed or more bitterly attacked than the
Marshall plan by the Communists,
Pravda, the Tass News Agency, the Daily
Worker., All their stooges are out as-
sailing the Marshall plan, day in and
day out, week in and week out, year in
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and year out. What would happen in
America if some of the men and women
of this country who are opposed to the
Marshall plan—and there are many of
them; we have some in this body, and
they are very effective Members of this
body—organized an association for the
abandonment of the Marshall plan?
Well, I will tell you, Mr. President, that
if they formed that kind of organization,
it would be a tough job keeping the
Commies out. Believe me, they will be
in there, and if they are not in, they
will be so near to those who are in, that
they will look like Siamese twins; they
will be standing so close together that
one would not be able to see a gleam of
light between them,

The Communist Party, international
and national, has as its No. 1 objective
today the destruction of the American
foreign policy. It is opposed to point 4.
It is opposed to ECA. It is opposed to
the Voice of America. It is opposed to
everything our State Department stands
for.

Well, maybe we have an organization
in this country of loyal Americans who
likewise do not like the State Depart-
ment. I think I have heard some rather
caustiec remarks about the State Depart-
ment. Ihave gathered since I have been
a Member of the Senate that there are

other people besides Communists who

do not like the State Department, who
do not like Dean Acheson. I gather
there are other people in America who
do not like the policies our Government
is pursuing in international affairs. Is
it not entirely conceivable that a group

can be organized to oppose the entire.

foreign policy of the Government? We
have such groups. Does that make them
Communist fronts?

It may be argued that the bill provides
for judicial review which will curb the
powers of the politically appointed Board.
However, the findings of the Board as
to the facts, if supported by the pre-
ponderance of the evidence, shall be

.conclusive, In other words, the courts
are precluded from a complete review
of the facts found by the Board. Such
standards of judicial review may be all
right in economic matters, but are we
going to permit them to invade the field
of public opinion and political action?
Are we going to bar the courts from
reviewing the decisions of this Federal
Board for political purity?

Furthermore, if this Board is once es-
tablished and goes into operation, judi-
cial review of its findings will not suffice
to restore the standing of organizations
which have been compelled by it to reg-
ister under this law. The mere finding
by the board that an organization must
register would be sufficient to frighten
many people away from it—would be
sufficient to place upon it a stigma of dis-
loyalty which it could never overcome,

I appeal to my colleagues; what is
there more tragic than to destroy a
,man’s good name? What is there more
tragic than to pick up one who has
worked hard and diligently for his fami-
ly and his country, because of some un-
orthodox attitude, and bring him before
a subversive board? Listen: the lan-
guage is subversive. It is not a Board
of different attitudes or a board to in-
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vestigate differences of opinion, This
board is called the subversive board.
And once a man is brought before the
subversive board it is prima facie evi-
dence that he is a subversive, and there
are laws on the books under which
prosecutors know how to deal with sub-
versives. Subversives are traitors, and
there is nothing more despicable than a
traitor. How can a man’s good name be
restored to him, when it has been taken
away from him in such a manner? How
can those who have assailed the char-
acter of a fellow citizen restore his repu-
tation? That is one of the tragedies of
public life. But I do not think we ought
to pass a law to make the happening of
such tragedies easier. We can hold in-
dividuals accountable for this and that,
but we ought not to pass a law which
makes it a public policy to do so.

This board, had it existed in 1848,
could have been used as a weapon to
attack the Progressive Party, which
manifestly, in many respects, fell under
the criteria I have just discussed. I do
not think there was any man in my
part of the country that assailed the
Progressive Party more than I did. I
called its members what they were, fel-
low travelers. Its leadership surely was
infiltrated with Communists. But I also
know that many people voted for the
Progressive Party candidates in my part
of the country simply because they did
not like the programs of either the Re-
fublica,n Party or the Democratic Par-

Y.

Are we going to call them Commu-
nists? It is a difficult decision to make.
How did we deal with the Progressive
Party? Did we need this kind of legis-
lation to deal with them? A candidate
on the Progessive Party ran against me.
I do not want to brag, but I tell you,
Senators, that he did not even come in
a good second. The Progressive Party
went down into dismal defeat. Why?
It was thoroughly defeated by the good
sense of the American people.

I want to trust the good sense of the
American people. I have brought along
a little book written by Woodrow Wilson.
I trusted Woodrow Wilson. I happen to
have had the privilege of being brought
up on his philosophy. My father did
many good things for me, and the finest
was to acquaint me with good literature.
In Woodrow Wilson's book, the New

Freedom, he had something to say about-

the people:

I believe, as I believe in nothing else,
in the average integrity and the average in-
telligence of the American people, and I do
not believe that the intelligence of America
can be put into commission anywhere. I
do not believe that there is any group of
men of any kind to whom we can afford to
give that kind of trusteeship. _

Listen to Woodrow Wilson. What he
is saying in that paragraph is that he
does not believe there are any kinds of
men who are so all-wise, so omnipotent,
possessing such King Solomon attributes
that they can determine when a person
has the right idea.

I trust the average intelligence of the
American people. Woodrow Wilson did.
As a matter of fact, anyone who ever
amounted to anything trusted the peo-
ple; not just some of the people. Re-
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member what Abraham Lincoln said?
“Government of the people”—not just
of a handful of them. “Government by
the people”—not just by a handful.
“Government for the people”"—not just
a handful. The great men of the world
have always been on the side of the peo-
ple. Jesus of Nazareth was on the side
of the people. Moses was on the side
of the people. Anyone who has ever
done anything®for humanity has done
it for the people, he believed in the peo-
ple, he was a part of the people. Every
one of them was a champion of liberty.
Every one of them was a fearless cham-
pion of individual liberty. The names
of tyrants are in history only because of
their miserable misdeeds. The names
of the lovers of freedom, the names of
the patriots, are in the history books
because of their contributions to man-
kind.

I say that the bill, which I fear is go-
ing to become law, represents no con-
tribution fo mankind. It will go down
in history with some of the edicts of the
kings of old. It will go down with the
alien and sedition laws. It will go down
in the annals of American legislative
history as the great mistake of this gen-
eration—the political tragedy of a ma-
ture people. I am confident that if the
American people knew what was in the
bill they would not be for it. The Amer-
ican people do not scare easily, not when
they have the facts. But it is always
easy to frighten a people when they are
without the facts. That is why Jeffer-
son said that the hope of democracy de-
pends upon the education of the people.
That is why he believed in education.
That is why every scoundrel who wanted
to enslave the people never believed in
education. If we want to find a scoun-
drel, if we want to find one who would
be a political dictator, then find some-
one who wants to take away the oppor-
tunity to be wrong. I want to live in
a country where I can be wrong. I want
to live in a country where a man can be
50 wrong that he must go before his peo-
ple and confess his sins and ask their
forgiveness.

I want to live in a country where I can
stand up and say, “I have learned the
errors of my way.” The bill even says,
““We cannot let you be wrong. We do
not think you have enough sense to get
along.”

There are, of course, many people who
feel that way. Many of them belong to
some of the so-called better clubs. There
is no place in the world more dreary than
a Union League club. The only crea-
tures in such a club who have any fun
are the mice. They frolic around a bit.
Why is it that young boys and girls of
college age often join up with all kinds
of organizations they wish they had
never joined years later? Because they
have imagination, because they have in-
genuity, because they have zest for life.
I say that whenever a person gets to the
point where he becomes so concerned
that he has to take a political blood test
of everything he joins or associates with
before he takes part, then this country
has lost the right even to call itself g
republic or a democracy.

One thing I like about the history of
America is that when we started as a -
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Nation we were, as a people, flaming
zealots. Our people came from coun-
tries dominated by the theory of divine
right of kings. Our people said, “We
do not believe in that kind of tommyrot.
We believe that all men are created
equal.” Does anyone think King George
IIT liked that? They had been pulling
the old hocus-pocus over their people
for centuries. They had been going
around keeping people ignorant. They
said, “Let us govern, because we have
some kind of mantle from on high.”

Then to America came the lovers of
freedom. Why did they come to Amer-
ica? They came because they were con-
sidered to be dangerous in Europe. That
is richt, Tom Paine said:

Where freedom there is not, there is my
home, To do good is my religion.

Many people do not like Tom Paine.
I do not know anything about his spirit-
ual or religious attitude. I do know his
literature. I know he said:

These are times that try men's souls,

I know he said something about sun-
shine patriots, who wither away at the
first blast of wintry winds.

Mr. President, we have some wintry
winds around. It will be chilly in No-
vember. However, I say to the Congress
of the United States: “Do not be sun-
shine patriots. Stand up.”

Do Senators remember that old song:

Give me some men who are stout-hearted
men—

I do not remember how many men
they were going to get, but it was some-
thing like 10—
and I will give you 10,000 more.

That is what we need, Mr. President.

‘We are asking, this little handful of us,
those of us who have been trying the sus-
tain the veto:

Give us some men who are stout-hearted
men,
And we will give you ten thousand more.

There are a million people in America
who are jealous of their liberty and
jealous of their freedom.

How many Senators remember the
Jacobeans, after the French Revolution?
How many remember the history of the
eighteenth century? I remember it, be-
cause I had to teach it. Everything that
has been said on the floor of the Senate
about dangerous ideas was said about
Thomas Jefferson and the Jacobeans.

When a man is proven a Communist
under the definition of the bill, he is
really proven to be a Communist. On
the other hand, if a man is proven to be
someone who has ideas which do not
agree with one's own ideas, that is some-
thing else. If you have proven a man to
be a Communist you have proven him to
be a scandalous individual whose loyalty
is to a bigoted, ruthless, and barbaric
philosophy. Frankly, had it not been
for the Jacobean philosophy Alexander
Hamilton might have dominated the
country. How we ever escaped one of
those old defunct Bourbons, I do not
know.

I suppose it was because we always had
enough men like John Hancock, who
was willing to write his name big enough
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so that King George could read it with-
out his spectacles.

Mr. President, we are getting a little
too respectable. We are getting a little
too nice. We are getting so that we can
hardly recognize the fact that other peo-
ple may have a few ideas that we may
think are crazy.

Let me say that the idea that some
of our people in 1776 had were not ac-
cepted in the finer parlors and courts
of Europe. Indeed they were not. We
were looked upon as rather erude, un-
sophisticated, and sometimes as a rather
illiterate lot.

That is what I consider to be some of
the dangers in the legislation.

I see my good friend the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Gragam]. He has
emphasized what I have been talking
about. Let me say a word about my
very good friend the Senator from North
Carolina. He is one of the greatest edu-
cators and one of the greatest citizens
of one of the greatest democracies in
these States of ours. The Sz=nator from
17orth Carolina believes in people. He
loves pecple. He loves them so much
that occasionally, as he and I know, has
joined some organizations about which
some people have made nasty comments.
Well, I love the Rotary Club. Members
of my family belong to the Rotary Club.
It is a great organization. I advocate
that people belong to it. It is a won-
derful organization. Just as I believe
that we ought to have that opportunity,
I feel that the opportunity ought to exist
to belong to other organizations.

I want to say that any man, no matter
whether he is a Senator, a teacher, a
minister, a laborer, or a businessman, if
he feels in his heart compassion for hu-
manity, and he is willing to join their
efforts and relieve their burden and lift
up the oppressed, that man is living in
the spirit of the Lord. He is living in
the spirit of true democracy. It is so
easy to push aside people who may cause
you a little trouble. It is so easy to join
with those who are well off, secure, pro-
tected, and respected, because one never
gets into trouble that way. By the way,
he will never have any fun either. Those
people do not know how to enjoy life.

The great people have been those who
have served the oppressed, who have
joined in ever fruitless and hopeless
‘causes, to lift the burden from the weak
and the sick.

While I hold no prerogatives for the
robes of the clergy, I should like to say
that if there is anything I found out in
Sunday school and in church it is that
the greatest thing man can do is to
serve his fellow man. It is better to
minister than to be ministered unto. He
who would be first, will be last. That is
the philosophy of humanitarian democ-
racy. That is what has got some people
into trouble, because some of these folks
have been members of groups which
under this bill would be called subver-
sive. If a person joins an organization
which is dedicated to noble purposes, if
that organization has a few scoundrels
in it, and a person is being accused of
being & Communist, the effect is to
destroy the heart of America, to destroy
humanitarian democracy. There is
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nothing more brutal and more selfish
than aristocratic respectability and ac-
ceptability. Thank God we have had
in this country from its beginning men
who have been willing to join with other
people to sort of lift the burden from
the backs of the poor, the sick, and the
helpless,. When I spoke on Friday—it
was yesterday—I said something about
the Statue of Liberty. I was impresssd
when I first saw the Statue of Liberty.
I looked at that Goddess of Liberty, that
massive statue, with her arms out-
stretched toward Europe. I wish I cpuld
remember the words that are engraved
on the base of that statue. I know what
the spirit is. The statue is a gift to us
from the children of France, from the
children of the French Revolution. Itis
a wonderful statue, with its arms
stretched out to Europe. What does it
say at the bottom of the statue? It
says, in effect:

Send me your sick, your weary, and your
heavy-laden; send me your poor, your miser-
able, and your wretched souls.

Then it goes on to point out if they
come to these shores they will have a
chance to make something out of them-
selves, because in America we have had
not only our creed of preservation, not
only our creed of liberty, but our ereed
of the right for a little person to become
a big person, and the right of a big
fellow to become a great fellow.

There has been room for differences.
In the Scriptures it is written that “in
my Father’s house are many mansions.”
I understand there are even differences
in heaven. Why can we not have them
on earth? Some people do not like all
these differences. There are some who
are afraid of ideas; they are afraid of
good ideas and afraid of bad ideas.

Mr. President, if there is anything im-
mortal, it is an kdea. Whenever there
is legislation that even approaches the
fringes of thought control; whenever
there is legislation that barely tampers
with the right of men and women to be
creative, to have ideas which we may not
like, we are tampering with the fabric of
freedom.

I remember a saying of Voltaire. I
wish I could remember all these quota-
tions, as does the Senator from Illinois,
but I remember the philosophy of them.
Voltaire said something to the effect that
even though he did not believe in a word
you were saying he would fight to the
death for your right to say it. That is
a tough discipline. We do not like to
hear things we do not believe. Voltaire,
the great French philosopher, said,
“Even though I may disagree with every
word you say, I will fight unto the death
for your right to say it.” Put that in this
bill and you have something.

Say again and again in America that,
regardless of how wunorthodox your
ideas may be, no matiter how much they
may upset us or challenge us, we will
fight to the death for your right to say
them. Then you really are soldiers in
the battle for democracy. -

Mr. President, that is my opinion. I
have given much thought to this. No
one likes to be criticized, but the saving
grace in this country is the right to criti-
cize. If you want to find out what is
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wrong with America, you do not have
to go to the library or even call in a scien-
tist or technician. Just go to the barber
shop, to the drugstore, or stand on the
street corner, and you will find out not
only what is wrong with America but
what is wrong with the world. Besides
that, you will get many programs for
fixing it up.

These charges are not well-docu-
mented, but be that as it may, there is
no substitute for the pragmatic experi-
ence of trial and error; there is no sub-
stityte for a man, by his own feeble ef-
forts, seeking out the answers.

I will never believe there is an elite
so wise it will know all the truth. I have
no faith in the elite. That is why, when
I was a student of political philosophy,
I did not like Plato’s Republie, because
he had a neat mind. He had a mind that
had compartments within it. He was a
disciplined theoretician, he said there
will be a governing class, a philosopher
king—the perfect man, He said there
will be the guardians, those who are
trained to protect the safety of the state.
Then below that there will be the masses,
a neat compartmentalization among the
masses, he was going to have everybody
doing what he was best fitted for. It
would be a sort of psychoanalysis, to find
out whether or not one was supposed to
be a salesman, a barber, a machinist, a
shoe cobbler, or a blacksmith. Every-
body was going to be in his neat little
compartment, round pegs in round holes,
square pegs in square holes. The only
thing wrong with Plato’s Republic was
that there were no people who could
meet his standards.

But Aristotle was a wiser man, as was
Socrates. It was Socrates who began to
believe in reason, and it was because of
this that he drank the poison hemlock.
Rather than destroy ,the traditions of
his state, because of his love for Athens
Socrates drank the poison hemlock.

I do not like the poison hemlock I am
being asked to drinkk. I am not
Socrates. Not only that, this poison
hemlock does not defend the traditions
of the state, because the traditions of
our state are contrary to the language of
this bill.

I like Aristotle’s ideas. He saild that
politics and ethics are inseparable.
Aristotle believed in man's capacity to
reason. He believe in free speech, he
believed in government by law, he be-
lieved in constitutional protections. He
was a great constitutionalist, and those
of us who have read political theory
know that it was the reestablishment of
the Aristotlian thought in the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries that brought
the great Catholic philosopher, Thomas
Aquinas, and brought the Renaissance
and later the Reformation.

Mr. President, this is the philosophical
background. I do not believe we can dis-
cuss this question of legislation without
understanding some basic fundamental
philosophy.

Why do we helieve in democracy?
What do we'mean by democracy? These
are questions we ask again and again.
Every child asks you that if you are a
teacher. People ask you that as you go
out and speak to them. What is the
moral basis of democratic philosophy?
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I submit that the moral basis is ascer-
tainable, and I intend to direct my atten-
tion to it.

I wish to read a statement I prepared
called “A Declaration of Our Faith in an
Era of Fear,” because this is an era of
fear. If ever a man needed faith, he
needs it when men and women are con-
sumed by fear. A nation without faith
is nothing, and people without faith are
nothing. Faith is the very lifeblood of
citizenship, of a man’s spiritual and
physical well-being. We are absolutely
nothing without faith, People are sick
when they are badgered and consumed
by fear.

On this Saturday, as we come almost to
the point where we will vote on the pend-
ing legislation, I urge the Members of
the Senate to rid themselves of fear if
they have it, and to seek faith that is
ever present.

I suppose every man places undue em-
phasis and importance upon his par-
ticular profession or occupation. What
we do as individuals seems important to
us, as our jobs in the Senate seem very
important to us. But I am sure this
Government will go along if all of us are
not here. We Americans place a good
deal of emphasis upon performance, en-
ergetic activity, accomplishment, and
success. Most frequently these terms
have been applied to the business or pro-
fessional world. Occasionally they are
applied to the realm of politics, in a
country that has based its political in-
stitutions on representative government,
a government by the consent of the gov-
erned. Politics becomes everybody’s
business.

Do Senators want to know why we
have been talking since 6 o’clock last
evening? It is noft to conduct what is
termed a filibuster, because we do not
ask for unanimous-consent agreements
to vote at a certain hour if we want to
conduct a filibuster., A filibuster is an
effort to kill legislation by getting no
vote on it. I want a vote on this meas-
ure. I want a vote on it, because I want
to be proud of myself; I want my name
down on the Recorp; I want to be able
to point out to the little Humphreys that
their daddy voted to sustain the Presi-
dent’s veto. I do not want any voice
vote. We are going to have a roll call
vote on this measure. I want to be on
the side of the angels on this one. I
want to walk in the spirit, the tradition,
and the heritage of the men who have
died for liberty. I do not recall the au-
thor of the alien and sedition laws, but
I certainly remember the men who
penned the Declaration of Indepen-
dence. I do not recall the author of
rules and regulations to enslave people,
but I surely remember the author of the
Emancipation Proclamation. We know
of King John only because of the Magna,
Carta. We know of Tom Paine because
of The Crisis, Common Sense, and The
Rights of Man. We know the great
spiritual and political leaders because of
the courageous and moral phase of their
character.

Mr. President, in a country that has
based its political institutions upon
representative government and govern-
ment- by the consent of the governed,
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politics becomes everyone’s business.
That is why the American people, all
over this land, are reading the Presi-
dent’s message. That is why some of us
are receiving telegrams and long-dis-
tance telephone calls.

Mr. President, I want to pay tribute
to the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lancer] who stood here. He fell on this
floor while fighting for liberty. That is
quite an honor. I was happy to be at
his side if only to give him a helping
hand.

We needed 24 hours—and it will be just
about 24 hours since the time we re-
ceived the President’s veto message—24
hours to flash the news to the people of
America that the American people are
being invaded; their liberties are being
attacked. There were some who wanted
to have the attack come quickly and
ruthlessly. The President of the United
States sent to the Congress a message,
with a personal letter affixed. I under-
stand that is the first time it has ever
been done. It was on White House sta-
tionery. I do not know how Members of
the Senate feel about it, but if any of
them live out in the country, in Minne-
sota, Wisconsin——

Mr. WHERRY. Or Nebraska.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Yes; or Pennsyl-
vania, Alabama, North Carolina, or Lou-
isiana; they know that if anyone there
received a letter fromthe Fresident of the
United States, even if it contained only
four lines, if it contained the President’s
signature, the voters would read it. If
the President attached something to it
and asked that it be read, I must say
that 95 percent of the American people
would take time out of a busy day and
read it. The President did not have
time to send a letter to every American,
but he sent a letter to 96 Senators. We
are here to represent the people, There
are 3,000,000 Americans in my State, and
I want them to have a chance to read
what the President had to say.

I want to pay tribute to the news-
papers in my State, We do not agree
politically. As a matter of fact, we have
some rather mean political arguments
about who should be in office, whether
Republicans or Democrats. Right now
the issue goes far beyond that, It is an
issue in which all parties should agree,
and do agree, I trust—the issue of hu-
man freedom. I have an editorial from
the Morning Tribune of Minneapolis, a
fine newspaper. The editor is writing
his convictions in that editorial, and he
says that this measure is a dangerous one,
He is no radical. As a matter of fact, if
I were to give him the most objective
opinion, I would say he is a middle-of-
the-road conservative; a respected, in-
telligent, competent American citizen.

So, Mr. President, if politics is every-
one’s business, that is why we wanted
24 hours, and as soon as I am through—
and it will not be long- I hope that we
shall vote.

A VoIice. Amen.

Mr, HUMPHREY. I am glad to see
that the spirit of this occasion has
caught on. Now that we have the amen,
possibly we can listen to the prayer.

The history of our country will demon-
strate that individual participation in
the affairs of politics has been a matter
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of growth and development. It is known
that at the time of the ratification of
the Constitution only a small minority of
the people were privileged to vote. How=
ever, the impelling force of the demo-
cratie faith required that the franchise,

" the right to vote, be extended to an ever-
increasing number of people, until today,
with very few exceptions, we have uni-
versal suffrage, freedom of the ballot
for all adult citizens, This is the demo=
cratic process at its best.

Many people thought that was dan-
gerous; the very thought of people vot-
ing was a really radical, dangerous idea.
The only time it is really dangerous is
when the vote does not come out one's
way. But that does not mean it is dan-
gerous for the Republic, It may be good
for the Republic.

It was inevitable that as more people
became participants in the processes of
politics, more people would become
vitally concerned with the decisions of
government. When government was the
special prerogative of those who owned
property, the decisions and policies of
government were inevitably directed to-
ward the benefit of this group.

That is why little people are calling
on Senators and Representatives about
aid. They are concerned about soil con-
servation and many other things, be-
cause more and more persons are get=-
ting interested in government. The
policies of government go hand in hand
with the management of government.

For years in this counfry a handful
of powerfal persons representing the
great economic interests had the Amer-
ican people convinced that politics was
too dirty for the average American citi=
zen to get into, even though they them-
selves were in it up to their necks. That
is when the railroads, private utilities,
and the banks of this country literally
bled the American economy. If Mr.
Roosevelt goes down in history for a
great contribution—and he will go down
in history—it will be found that this
first great contribution was that he made
every American feel that he was a part=-
ner of his Government. He breathed life
into the doctrine of Lincoln, a govern-
ment of the people, by the people, and
for the people.

As the right to vote was extended to
more and more people, the decisions of
government became ever more import-
ant to a wider group of people. Today,
we see government the vital concern of
every citizen. Even the most politically
uninformed realizes that the decisions
of his government will affect his life, his
business, his family, and his future.

In this country—as in others—there
has been a constant struggle between
those who have held the reins of power
and those who aspire to a share of that
power. I think it is fair to say that
the twentieth century has witnessed a
dramatic demonstration of the realiza-
tion of Lincoln’s challenge to America—

- “pA povernment of the people, by the
people and for the people”—and this is
as it should be, because no man is free—
no man is master of his own destiny—
unless he is a shareholder and a partici«

pant in the policy-making of his govern=

ment,

-ment, Mr. President.
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Some people do not like this, but those
who believe in the principles of demo-
cracy, not only like it but realize that it
is a cardinal prineiple of human freedom.

All of us are familiar with such phrases
as “the American way,” “the American
system,” or, as we say, “our way of life.”
We make these statements and use these
phrases with such ease that seldom do
we stop to think just what we are say-
ing or what these phrases really mean.

Permit me to take just a little time to
make a declaration of our faith and to
outline that faith in such positive terms
that it will serve as a standard to which
all decent and good men can rally in this
era of turmoil and fear. Do we have a
faith? I believe we have.

Indeed, we do! It is the product of
centuries of struggle and sacrifice. I do
not intend by my vote to let it be hlem-
ished at this great hour. It has come
down to us refined from the teachings
and philosophy of the great teachers
and philosophers of the ages. Yes, I
could refer Senators to the legal doc-
trines of Cicero, the philosophy of the
old Roman stoics, the teachings of
Aristotle, the doctrine of natural and
spiritual law of Thomas Acquinas, the
theory of the social contract of Rous-
seau, the belief of John Locke in ma-
jority rule. These and others are the
patron saints of a democratic faith. To
all of this must be added the immortal
teachings of Christianity and the testi-
mony of the Old Testament prophets.

We must include the spiritual with
the political, because democracy is more
than politics; it is a faith rested upon
the relationship of man to his God.

The teachings of these philosophers
and prophets inspired our own Thomas
Jefferson as he gave to us those immor-
tal words of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence—

“We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain
inallenable rights, that among these are, life,
liberty and the pursuit of happiness.

Mr. President, I like that; it is music,
the music of freedom.

This is the democratic faith, in short,
precise and penetrating language—the
doctrine of human equality, the belief
in the dignity of man, the recognition of
human freedom, and an acceptance of
human brotherhood. All of these are
our articles of faith. The whole system
of representative government, based
upon the principle of popular sovereign-
ty, comes from an acceptance of a faith
that recognizes human equality, a
brotherhood of man, and a fatherhood
in God.

It was from such a noble faith that we
developed a political and economic sys-
tem in which no man was to govern an-
other without his consent, in which the
doors of opportunity were to remain

open not merely because of economic.

convenience, but because of a stern
moral code. The politics of a republic,
based upon a democratic faith, are
moral and intellectual challenges to
every citizen. I underscore that state-
The politics of
democracy demand that representative
government be deeply concerned with
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human welfare. The polities of democ-
racy require a steadfast devotion to the
principles of human equality and indi-
vidual liberty.

A political system based upon such
high and noble principles and dedicated
to such humanitarian purposes requires
the eternal vigilance of the people, and
when I say “of the people,” I mean of
all of the people.

I trust that this short and incom-
plete analysis of the democratic faith
does not seem too unreal and philosoph-
ical. It is important that we under-
stand the inspiration and motivation of
our political and social system. A care-
ful study will reveal that democracy is
not merely a structure of government,
but, more basically, is a set of social
relationships. It is based upon mutual
respect, competition of ideas, trust in a
majority with respect for minority. It
it is expanding philosophy. It is fiexible
to the needs of the people. Its flexibil-
ity does not sacrifice principle. In fact,
its ability to grow and develop preserves
and protects thé principles.

If there is one real fact of human
history, it is the fact of change. Civili-
zations have come and gone. We have
witnessed the rise and fall of empires,
the dominance of particular philoso-
phies and creeds. History has given us
the story of the struggle of humankind
to lift itself from bondage and oppres-
sion. The history of our great Nation
tells the dramatie story of a diversity
of people, living together in one nation,
contributing to the richness of a culture.

Our dedication to liberty and freedom
has released untold energy and talent.
We are a living example of what can
and does happen when mankind is per=
mitted to utilize his talent and ability.
I do not want any kind of a governor
such as this bill to be limiting the exer-
cise of any man’s talent and ability.
We have placed a premium upon indi-
vidual performance. Yet at all times
the rules of our society have required
respect for the rights of others.

Another way to put it, is that we have
created a political and social structure
that allows for growth and change,
without violence and revolution. We
have not resisted change; in fact, we
have encouraged it. Change and ad-
venture was the spirit of the pioneers;
experimentation, taking a chance, try-
ing something new, have been a part

. of the fabric of our life,

It is only in recent years that the
turbulence of change has seemed to be-
wilder us. In recent years we have be-
come just a little concerned about all
the changes which have been occurring;
but I cannot believe that we have lost
the pioneer spirit. I cannot believe that
we are afraid of the future. I cannot
believe that men and women of this
generation wish to direct their thoughts
to the good old days. No; whether
we like it or not, we are citizens of today
and tomorrow. There are no yester-
days that can be relived. Change is
the order of the day. This world of

- ours is not the world of yesterday.

Our own country has changed from a
predominantly rural and pioneer society
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to a highly sensitive, industrialized
economy. Our people move from city
to city and from State to State. Our
business economy becomes evermore
centralized and concentrated. Our
banking and credit structure of today
is vastly different from that of the early
1900's.

Like it or not, we live in the age of
bigness—big business, big labor, big pro-
duction, big money; and they inevitably
mean big government.

It does us little good to deplore these
facts. It will do us good to understand
them. It is imperative that we know
how to meet the problems inherent in
such a modern-day national economy.

I mentioned that this is an age of big-
ness—big business, big labor, big finance,
big production and consumption; also
big government. All of this bigness
bothers people. The bigness of govern=-
ment seems to frighten even the most
courageous. But, Mr. President, gov-
ernment in this Nation of ours is a re-
flection of the body politic and the econ-
omy. We cannot expect to have model
“T*" government in the age of the hydra-
matic drive, or government geared to
the covered wagon, in the age of atomic
energy and jet propulsion. We, as prac-
tiecal business people, know that, with our
Nation changing from an agricultural
economy to a highly-centralized indus-
trial economy, we cannof have, nor
should we have,'a government geared
to the needs and problems of the late
1800's. This is the mid-point of the
twentieth century—a century of turmoil,
of tension, of change; yes, even violent
change. Our Government has grown
big, not because any one person wanted
it that way. It was not planned; there
was no conspiracy. Our Government
grew to immense proportions because it
is representative government. It rep-
resents, it refiects, it symbolizes the na-
ture of the society in which we live.
Yes, it symbolizes that society in many
ways. There is confusion at times, and
uncertainty and indecision. That is the
world picture, too, is it not? There are
no patent remedies, no easy answers, no
miracle cures.

Our century, the twentieth century,
has been one of social and economic con-
vulsion, revolution, and painful adjust-
ment. When we look over the yester-
day, we see that in the course of this
century we have had two world wars, a
world-wide depression, revolution, com-

munism, naziism, and fascism, the break- -

up of empires, the collapse of world trade,
a rapidly increasing population, and in-
credible industrial and scientific ad-
vancement. That has produced the kind
of confusion and turmoil and frenzy
in which we now find ourselves involved.
Is it any wonder that people are con-
fused and bewildered? Is it any wonder
that, just as business has changed, so
has government.

I believe the people of this Nation are
primarily interested in two things:

(1) Freedom and opportunity.

(2) Security, both domestic and for-
eign.

Sometimes it is difficult to join to-
gether freedom and security. How=
ever, unlike some perscns, I do not think
the two are incompatible. From my
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standpoint, one of the functions of gov-
ernment is to help provide people with
the opportunity to achieve security.
And I think that one of our most basic
problems today is to find ways in which
the Government may help keep open the
avenues of opportunity which have
served to make this Nation great—op-
portunity for the small as well as the
large. And, Mr. President, what is true
in the economie realm is equally true, or
good, or applicable in the political realm.
Competition is good for politics; it is
good for democracy.

I am not now, and never have heen,
opposed to bigness for its own sake. My
idea of helping the small-business man
is not based on penalizing those that
have been successful in moving from the
category of small to that of big. Rath-
er, I favor the affirmative approach of
keeping the avenues of opportunity open
so that the small man can become big if
he has the ability and the energy to
do so.

I cross swords with bigness only when
size is used as a means of restraining or
hampering growth—only when it is used
as a means of curbing or restricting the
opportunities available to the smaller
indz2pendents. i

Our great economic system is based on
the principle of vigorous, but fair and
equitable, competition. Everyone ulti-
mately benefits from this competition,
the businessman as well as the con-
sumer.

In a sense, it is a miracle that we here
in America have been able to preserve a
free economy and democratic Govern-
ment. Our heritage has stood us well.
Our devotion to individual freedom and
our faith in our philosophy of life have
given us the moral stamina not only to
survive, but to grow and mature.

Today, I appeal to the Senate to
breathe deeply the atmosphere of free-
dom, and to drink plentifully from the
wells of our spiritual and political heri-
tage of democracy. We must not be
stampeded into mad retreat from our
principles of liberty and equality.
America needs in every community
thousands upon thousands of men and
women who will be steadfast in their
loyalty to the democratic way of life.

America needs patriots who can with-
stand the Valley Forge of our time,
Our Valley Forge is fear—fear of de-
pression and unemployment, fear of war,
fear of communism, fear of our neigh-
bors—yes, fear of our Government,
Fear can paralyze a people or a nation,
Fear drives men to irrational action.
Fear consumes the strength and intel-
lectual fiber of people. Fear is a psycho-
logical cancer. It drives men mad.

And our Valley Forge is fear—fear of
depression, fear of war, fear of com-
munism, fear of our neighbors—yes,
even fear of our Government. Fear can

‘paralyze the people of a nation. Fear

drives men to commit irrational acts.
Fear consumes the strength and the in-
tellectual fiber of the people. Fear is
a psychological cancer. It inevitably
drives men mad.

But fear, like many other manifesta-
tions of emotional instability, can be
checked. The answer to fear is a mature
understanding and knowledge of those
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factors which cause it. It is no answer to
run away—or to curse the objects of our
fear.

‘We must calmly measure the problems
which beset us, and prepare ourselves
for the task of meeting them.

Depressions are man-made. They can *
be prevented by man’s ingenuity. Rep-
resentative government by its very na-
ture will and must be concerned with the
economic well-being of the people. So
why condemn a government, or why con-
demn a government program if it inter-
feres with the economic life of the Na-
tion, when, Mr. President, you and I
know that no modern form of govern-
ment can survive which ignores human
welfare?

I repeat, this is 1950, not 1850. The
customs of democratic countries cannot
be ignored or pushed aside. There is an
uneasiness in America for fear of war,
the H-bomb, the atom bomb. They hang
like the sword of Damocles over our
heads, and, to be sure, the possibility of
a full-scale world war III is ever present.
But the fear of such a war cannot save
the peace or preserve us if the conflict
breaks forth. We must be strong in mind
and spirit, and turn aside fear, and we
must bend every effort toward creating
the conditions of peace and security. I
repeat, there is no easy answer, there is
no miracle formula. We musi prepare
ourselves for a long ordeal of searching
for areas of agreement with our adver-
sary and rebuilding and strengthening
our friends.

Wars are not won easily or cheaply;
neither is the peace. It will take a little
more than a visit from President Tru-
man to Joe Stalin to obtain peace and
freedom. This world of ours is morally,
politically, and economically sick. Two
world wars, a Hitler, a Tojo, a Musso-
lini—yes, a Stalin—are but symptoms of
a sick world. The patient was not cured
by the disappearance of the first three,
and I doubt that the world would be
much more secure with the removal of
the last. Peace is a trade-mark for a
society in balance and harmony. Peace
in the twentieth century is a sum total
of 2,500,000,000 people who have re-
nounced war as a means of settling their
disputes and have embraced the more
difficult job of removing the causes of
war, namely, selfish nationalism, eco-
nomie insecurity, racial and religious
bigotry, social and moral degradation.
This is no small or easy assignment—
or is it one to be accomplished in a year
or two. The cost will be great—and
there is no guarantee of success. But,
the alternative is war—mass destruc-
tion—incomprehensible costs in people,
goods, and money, along with the prob-
ability of the loss of our freedom.

We cannot run away from these al-
ternatives. We must choose. Either
one requires sacrifice, courage, and faith.
I choose the road to peace, uncertain and
perilous though it be. I refuse to be
paralyzed by fear, or driven to the irra-
tional catastrophic alterrnative of war.
Our Government has chosen the path of
peace. That is why taxes are high., Yes,
all of this is expensive, That, plus the
cost of past wars and national defense
against the possibility of a future war,
Expensive—yes, indeed—but it is a pau-
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per’s penny compared to the cruel and
brutal reality of another war,

Yes; there are many fears that plague
us—fear of depression, ‘'of unemploy-
ment, of war—and fear of communism.
Each within itself is enough to frighten
those of faint heart and timid spirit.
Each could be disastrous. None need to
overwhelm us. Let us turn our thoughts
to this international monstrosity called
communism. As I have said on many
occasions, it represents the forces of to-
talitarian evil. It is a denial of the dig-
nity of man. It is a repudiation of the
democratic creed. It is the composite
of all that we detest—but it need not
and must not put us in a state of frenzy
and fear. We cannot check the march
of communism in Europe and Asia, or its
growth in America, by merely legislat-
ing against it—and cursing it. I repeat,
there is yet to be found by any of the
proponents of this proposed legislation
one example in history—give me one sci-
entific example in history where anyone
has ever stopped communism by investi-
gating it, legislating against it, or curs-
ing it. Listen: The test, the validity of
legislation is, How does it work? Has it
ever worked? What does history tell us?
As a matter of fact, history tells us that
the more restrictive the laws of a na-
tion become, the more difficult becomes
the task of preserving liberty and free-
dom and opportunity.

The irresponsible charges of commu-
nism against the innocent merely pro-
vide a smoke screen behind which the
real Communist can operate. To attack
the character or question the loyalty of
the innocent undermines our stature in
the eyes of the free peoples of the world.
‘We have laws to deal with traitors and
subversives, This body knows it very
well.

The President of the United States, on
August 8, sent to the House and to the
Senate a message in which he outlined
what he considered to be the essential
requirements or conditions of our secu-
rity laws. The President of the United
States delivered a very powerful mes-
sage on that date. He analyzed the
many laws we have on the books dealing
with traitorous activities, sabotage, and
conspiracy. Yet the people of the United
States have been led to believe that our
Government is defenseless, that we sim-
ply have no way of protecting ourselves,
despite the fact that even at this hour
the agents of our Government are root-
ing out the Communist conspirators. I
remind this honorable body, again and
again, that we did not need this bill in
order to catch Judith Coplon, Mr. Gold,
Mr. Fuchs, or any of the rest of them,
or the 11 communists in New York, The
Smith Act did that. These laws are be=
ing and must be vigorously enforced.
No Communist or Fascist should be per-
mitted to serve in any position of public
trust where his employment would jeop-
ardize the security of this Nation. We
have a right to expect unqualified loyalty
from every person in public office or Gov-
ernment service, The FBI and the loy-
alty boards are equipped to give us that
security.

But, to dismiss Communists from Gov-
ernment jobs or to prosecute them in the
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courts does not destroy communism nor
check its growth. Communism is a po-
litical virus that feeds on poverty, inse-
curity, depression, inequality, political
corruption, and economic greed. It
flourishes where people are illiterate,
poor, and sick. It develops and expands
where opportunity has been destroyed,
where cynicism has replaced positive
faith.

Communism, like its twin brother, fas-
cism, gains a foothold and seizes power
where freedom has never lived, or where
those entrusted with the institutions of
freedom have failed in their trust.

Again, there is no easy answer, no
quick cure to this vile disease. Speeches,
investigations, loyalty oaths—yes, even
guns—cannot stamp out totalitarian
doctrines. The systematic day-by-day
performance of democracy is an answer,
The opening of new avenues of eco-
nomic and social opportunity is part of
the answer. The unyielding devotion to
such democratic principles as fredom
of speech, freedom of press, freedom of
conscience and association is part of the
answer. Freedom from want and free-
dom from fear are part of the answer.
I submit that we cannot lick communism
by applying police state methods or de-
grading ourselves to Communist tactics
of character assassination, smear, and
rumor,

We cannot lick communism with com-
munistic methods. We cannot lick com-
munism with just a little bit of com-
munistic method either, because a little
of that communistic method is just
enough to make it a police method.

Even more important, we cannot
strengthen our democracy by making
everyone suspicious of his mneighbor,
afraid to think creatively, or to speak
and write fearlessly. Individual liberty
cannot be made secure by a rigid and
deadening requirement of conformity to
orthodox ideas. The question inevitably
arises—which or whose ideas are ortho-
dox? Since no one can be sure, security
becomes available not by having ortho-
dox ideas but rather by having no ideas.
It is in such an environment that free-
dom dies.

Our security and strength rest in com-
petition of ideas. Competition in the
marketplace is the byproduct of intel-
lectual and political freedom. Free en-
terprise cannot be preserved and ex-
tended when men are paralyzed or prej-
udiced by fear. It is the men of fear who
kill freedom everywhere.

Mr. President, I hope we will rise to
the responsibilities of this very impor-
tant cccasion as we vote upon the hill
which was vetoed by the President.

Mr. President, I am convinced that
whatever may be our ultimate decision
here as of this day, the American people
will rectify any mistakes we may make,
No man knows for sure whether he is
right or whether he is wrong. I am
quite convinced that the position I have
taken is not the popular position. I am
sure it is not. But I believe that in the
long run it will be the right decision.
More than that, I do not want to see my
country and our people move recklessly
in a direction that may set a pattern
for further curtailment of their liberties.
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It is one thing to lose one’s money. That
is sad enough. But it is much more
serious and much more grave to lose
one’s rights as a free citizen.

Mr. President, I want to make it crys-
tal clear that I do not say that the
measure which is before us, if enacted
into law, will necessarily mean the loss
of our rights. I merely say that if the
bill is passed it will open up the door
for the kind of cynical, hard, and, may I
say, biased administration that could
seriously jeopardize political associa-
tion, free speech, freedom of press, and
even freedom of conscience.

There are many parts to this measure.
I have received letters from Quakers who
are terribly disturbed about the bill be-
cause of the nature of the oath it re-
quires. I do not happen to be a Quaker.
The oath required does not bother me as
an individual, but it bothers the Quakers.
I ask Members of the Senate, can they
name better people than the Quakers,
finer citizens, more God-loving, respon-
sible, devoted people? Yet there is not a
Member of this body who has not re-
ceived a letter from the Quakers con-
cerning the bill, The CIO, the A. F. of
L, and other organizations are con-
cerned. Maybe they are seeing ghosts,
maybe they are fearing what will never
happen. But I do not think we ought
to tempt ourselves in this manner; no,
indeed, I do not. It is so easy, once this
sort of pattern is set, to move to some-
thing else.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION—LETTER FROM

SENATOR GILLETTE TO SENATOR

WHERRY

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, during
a conversation I had with the junior Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE] on the
floor a couple of days ago relating to the
amount of the appropriations made
available to the Kefauver subcommittee
investigating crime, it was revealed that
a columnist had made a statement which
indicated that I had made the motion to
reduce the amount of the appropriation.
I never answer adverse publicity because
I feel that one’s own voting record, one’s
own actions furnish the best answers to
any unscrupulous charges, But the jun-
ior Senator from Iowa was so interested
in the misstatements attributed to me
that he said he wanted to write me a
letter, and asked that I place it in the
Recorp for public information.

I deeply appreciated what the junior
Senator from Iowa, who serves with me
on the Rules and Administration Com-
mittee, offered to do. He wrote me the
letter and I ask unanimous consent, as a
matter of personal privilege, that the let-
ter be read at the desk by the clerk. It
is a short letter and will not result in
detaining the Senate more than 2 or 3
minutes. I do this by reason of the re-
quest made by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. KILGORE. Does the Senator re-
quest that the letter be read?

Mr, WHERRY., Yes, The Senator
from Iowa himself thought it ought to
be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EL=
LENDER in the chair), Without objec-
tion the letter will be read.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY,
- September 20, 1950.
Hon. EENNETH WHERRY,

United States Senate,

Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SEnaATOR: My attention has been
directed to a recent column, published under
the byline of Mr. Drew Pearson, in which you
are charged with having shown opposition
to the work of the RXefauver subcommittee
investigating*crime. The article states that
you opposed making the necessary funds
available for this subcommittee to continue
its work, when the Committee on Rules and
Administration of the Senate had the re-
quest for additional funds before it for con-
sideration.

I have in mind the fact that the vote on
this proposal was taken in executive session
and that neither you nor any of the members
would clarify such an erroneous report if it
involved another member of the Rules Com=-
mittee. Inasmuch as I was the Rules Com-
mittee member who moved to cut the re-
quested additional amount of funds, from
$100,000 to $50,000, I am writing this letter
to you so that you may feel free to quote
me if you so desire.

There was no opposition whatever in the
Rules Committee to make funds available
for the Crime Subcommittee work, As I
recall the figures, SENaTOR KEFAUVER told us
that he still had around $112,000 left from
funds previously made available to him. In
response to inquiries made by members of
the Rules Committee, it was evident that
with the balance in his hands, an additional
amount of $50,000 would be sufficient to
carry the work of the subcommittee until its
projected time of finishing its work, next
spring. It was for this reason that I made
the motion to make the sum of $50,000 ad-
ditional available to the Eefauver commit-
tee, and I belleve every member of the Rules
Committee voted for this amount, but with
the definite assurance to SENATOR KEFAUVER
and his subcommittee that if additional
funds were needed and he would come before
us after the Eighty-second Congress convenes
next January, that he would find us ready
and willing to make whatever funds were
needed to complete the work, available to
him. I distinctly recall that your attitude
was in accordance with my foregoing state=
ment and that you, on at least three oc-
casions durlng the discussion, stated that
it was our desire that the subcommittee have
the necessary funds for a full and thorough
completion of its work.

The rules for the revealing of action by a
committee in executive session do not, I
believe, preclude me or any other member
from stating his own vote on any measure
before the committee. Therefore, I am
addressing this letter to you stating that
the motion to make the $50,000 available was
made by me. You are at liberty to use this
letter in any way you see fit.

With personal greetings, I am,

Sincerely,
Guy M. GILLETTE.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. Presidenf, I
should like to make a brief observation,
I was asked by a news agency—because
the statement of the columnist was pub-
lished all over the country, and particu-
larly in newspapers in my own State—
whether I was the one who made the
motion to cut the appropriation. During
our conversation the distinguished Sena-
tor from Iowa brought to my attention
that he was the one who made the mo-
tion, and he felt that the statement that
had gone out about me should be cor-
rected. I consider it to be an exhibition
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of sportsmanship and statesmanship for
a Senator voluntarily to come to me and
offer to write such a letter. The Senator
from Iowa is a man of great stature.

The information contained in the let-
ter could not have been revealed by me,
because what was done took place in
executive session. Even though the di-
rect question was asked me, I refused to
answer and tell who made the motion.,
But the Senafor from Iowa and I dis-
cussed the matter and he volunteered to
furnish the information in the manner
he has done in his letter.

It encourages one, and makes one rise
to new heights to see such statesman-
ship displayed by a man such as the
junior Senator from Iowa, who wanted
to correct the record. He did it volun-
tarily. He did not want to have me in-
jured by something he had done, but
which I could not reveal because it had
happened in executive session and I had
no right to violate the confidence. I
want to thank him for his very fine let-
ter, and for the courage and help he has
given me by correcting an erroneous re-
port.

I shall not answer Drew Pearson, I
have never answered Drew Pearson. I
shall simply keep on doing the best I can,
One's life and actions constitute the
final test. That is the only way in which
to disprove untrue things that are said
about one. So I kept it locked up in my
heart. Then along comes the Senator
from Iowa, and he volunteered to do this
in order to clear up something that hap-
pened in executive session, which I could
not reveal. He did it to clear me of the
charge that I was attempting to stop the
crime investigzation by cutting down the
appropriation, because it was charged
that I had made the motion. The letter
shows that he did it.

We gave assurance to the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee that we would
support his committee and would give
him all the money he needed. It was
maliciously published that I had made
the motion. When it came to the atten-
tion of the junior Senator from Iowa he
wrote the letter. I thank him from the
bottom of my heart for the letter and for
the interest that he took. The statement
by Drew Pearson was absolutely not true.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; except I do not
want to detain the Senate.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I ask the Senator
from Nebraska whether I did not tell him
and also stated on the floor that the
junior Senator from Tennessee was not
complaining about the appropriation
having been reduced, and that no blame
accrued to the junior Senator from Ne-
braska, to the Senator from Iowa, or
anyone else for the reduction of the ap-
propriation from $100,000 to $50,000, ex-
cept such blame as came to the junior
Senator from Tennessee for not having
his budget in proper shape? Did I not
also state on the floor that I was very
well pleased with the cooperation and
support of the Senator from Nebraska
and the Senator from Iowa and of the
wholz Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration for their help to the Interstate
Crime Investigating Committee?
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator has asked me the
question, and I want to say that the
Senator did say exactly what he has
stated. I appreciate it very much. I
think, however, that in the colloquy
which was exchanged between the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee and
the junior Senator from Nebraska the
matter of who made the motion was not
known to the Senator from Tennessee,
I asked if I told him I did not make it,
would he so believe? He said he would.
I said I could not reveal the name of
the Senator who had made the motion.
That is why the distinguished Senator
from Jowa wanted to clarify the
record.

What the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee says now he has already said.
I am not charging him in any way with
this malicious story. I am sure he never
got the impression the story attempts
to create. I appreciate the fact that he
should voluntarily make the statement
now. I do not see how these things get
out of committees, particularly in execu-
tive session. I cannot understand it.
Ordinarily while my office would have
given the name of the Senator who had
made the motion, because the guestion
was squarely asked, I was not going to
violate a confidence. I simply will not
do it. I hope we can all follow that
practice. When a committee holds a
meeting in executive session its proceed-
ingsare confidential. I do not think the
rules should be violated. The only way
in which this explanation could come
into the record was by the very gracious
act of the Senator from Iowa, who felt
he had the right to come forward and
defend the junior Senator from Ne-
braska, even though the proceeding had
been in executive session of the com-
mittee. The Senator from Iowa wanted
to clear up a charge which was wholly
untrue.

FOSITION OF PAUL HOFFMAN REGARD-
ING TARIFF ON AUTOMOEBILES

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, last
week I attempted toc make the RECORD
clear concerning the position of Paul G.
Hoffman, with respect to tariffs. In the
course of a briet colloquy I was asked by
the junior Senator from Nevada [Mr.
MaronE]l whelther or not I had ever
heard Mr. Paul G. Hoffman make = state-
ment favoring the removal of the tariff
on automobiles. I replied that he had
made such a statement to me in private
conversations and also that I had heard
him make such a statement in testi-
mony before the Committee on Appro-
priations.

I now find further record of such a
statement. In a hearing before the
Committee on Foreign Relations on Sen-
ate bill 3101, United States Senate,
Eighty-first Congress, at page 41, there
appears a statement by Mr. Hoffman in
response to a question from Senator
Lopce, which I think is self-explanatory.
I do not wish to delay the Senate, but the
statement is not long and I do wish to
make the Recorp complete. It reads:

In theory, I presume that is true; yes, sir.
I would like to make one statement here,
purely gratuitously. It has nothing to do
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with your question, Senator, But to clear
the record: I want to state on the record,
because this question of my attitude on im-
ports of automobiles has been mentioned
publicly—for 20 years I favored taking all
tariffs off of foreign automobiles, and the
automobile industry, at the time I was a
part of it, on several occasions took a similar
position. In other words, the automobile
industry never requested any tariffs on for-
eign automobiles, and I personally thought
they should be removed, and now think they
should be removed. I just want that in the
record.

Mr. Hoffman has also stated to me in
the last 2 days that the only specific
tariff that he has ever suggested reduc-
ing is the tariff on automobiles.

Having had knowledge of Mr. Hoff-
man’s tariff philosophy through conver-
sations with him I felt I should try to
set the record straight in my earlier
colloguy with the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. MaroneE]l and I appreciate this op-
portunity to amplify the record with a
specific reference.

PROTECTION AGAINST CERTAIN UN-
AMERICAN AND SUBVERSIVE ACTIVI-
TIES—VETO MESSAGE

The Senate resumed the reconsidera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 9490) to protect
the United States against certain un-
American and subversive activities by
requiring registration of Communist or-
ganizations, and for other purposes, the
objections of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstanding.

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve it is the duty of those who were
the sponsors of this legislation to say a
few words in rebuttal to the long dis-
courses that have been in progress since
about 5:45 o'clock last might. It is a
known fact that when arguments are
made and statements are made on a bill,
particularly when they are made in rela-
tion to the intent of Congress and what
Congress is trying to do, and if no reply
is made to those statements and argu-
ments by the sponsors of the bill or
members of the committee reporting it,
a misinterpretation can be drawn from
such failure, and erroneous inferences as
to the intent of Congress may also be
drawn.

It is for that reason that I deem it my
duty, even though we have been in ses-
sion more than 24 hours consecutively, to
speak briefly to the Senate at this time
on this legislation. If I do not cover all
the points that have been raised with
respect to this bill in the past 25 or 26
hours, I do not wish it to be misunder-
stood that we are accepting all those
issues without dispute.

Mr. President, the last speaker has
stated that there was something in this
legislation that was obnoxious to the
Friends or Quakers, as well as other re-
ligious groups, with reference to bear-
ing of arms, and with reference to an
oath they would have to take when they
became naturalized citizens.

I desire to call two sections of the leg-
islation to the attention of the Senate as
being the apparent source of the objec-
tion raised by the previous speaker. I
can find nothing in these two sections
which would be obnoxious or which
could not be freely taken by those who
might otherwise, on account of religious
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scruples, feel they were unable to bear
arms. As I understand the sections,
they are perfectly satisfactory to the
Friends, Quakers, and others who feel
pronounced religious scruples with re-
gard to the bearing of arms, As a mat-
ter of fact I understand the provisions
were expressly drawn at the suggestion
and with the approval of those groups in
order to meet objections they might
otherwise have held. 3

I want to read these sections for the
clarification they provide, because the
statement to which I have referred is of
a kind which might lead people to be-
lieve that there is prejudice in the hearts
of some of those who are sponsoring this
legislation.

These sections relate to certain neces-
sary oaths. The bill, in fact, provides for
two oaths, which are optional. I read
from section 29 of the bill, at page 33 of
the conference report:

(b) As provided in subsection (a) of this
section, the petitioner for mnaturalization
shall take one of the following ocaths:

(1) I hereby declare, on oath, that I ab-
solutely and entirely renounce and abjure
all allegiance and fidelity to any foreign
prince, potentate, state, or sovereignty of
whom or which I have heretofore been a
subject or citizen; that I will support and
defend the Constitution and laws of the
United States of America against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that I will bear true
faith and allegiance to the same; that I will
bear arms on behalf of the United States or
perform noncombatant service in the Armed
Forces of the United States when required by
law; and that I take this obligation freely
without any mental reservation or purpose of
evasion: So help me God. In acknowledg-
ment whereof I have hereunto affixed my
signature; or :

The second oath reads:

(2) I hereby declare, on oath, that I ab-
solutely and entirely renounce and abjure
all allegiance and fidelity to any forelgn
prince, potentate, state, or sovereignty of
whom or which I have heretofore been a
subject or citizen; that I will support and
defend the Constitution and law: of the
United States of Amerlca against all ene-
mies, foreign and domestic; that I will bear
true faith and allegiance to the same; and
that I take this obligation freely and with-
out any mental reservation or purpose of
evasion: So help me God. In acknowledg-
ment whereof I have hereunto affixed my
signature.

Mr. President, we see clearly that
there is mothing in the second oath
which requires a man to bear arms or
even perform noncombatant service
in the Armed Forces, by reason of the
specific omission of that requirement as
it appears in the first of the optional
oaths.

A further oath, which relates only to
persons holding titles of nobility, is pro-
vided for in the next paragraph of the
section, as follows:

(c) In case the person petitioning for
naturalization has borne any hereditary
title, or has been of any of the orders of
nobility in any foreign state, the petitioner
shall in addition to complying with the re-
quirements of subsections (a) and (b) of
this section, make under oath in open court
to which the petition for naturalization is
made, an express renunciation of such title
or order of nobility, and such renunciation
shall be recorded in the court as a part of
such proceedings.
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Mr. MUNDT, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield? L

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. I wonder if it would not
be well to recall for the benefit of the
Senate the fact that the distinguished
Member of the House of Representatives,
Representative Nixon, of California, who
was a coauthor with me of the original
socalled Mundt-Nixon bill, who intro-
duced the version of the Communist-
control legislation which comprises the
first 17 sections of the bill now being
considered, introduced in the first ses-
sion of the Eightieth Congress, is himself
a Quaker, of a long line of Quaker
ancestors, which would seem to indicate
he may think the Quakers are on guard,
and that nothing to which the Quakers
could object is in the proposed legisla-
tion.

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad the Sen-
ator from South Dakota has made that
observation, which should serve to make
the record crystal clear upon this sub-
jeet.

Mr. President, last evening as the veto
message of the President was read—and
I am sure it was thus reported in the
press—we found on its first page the
statement that—

H. R. 9490 would not hurt the Communists.
Instead, it would help them.

No one who has studied and followed
this legislation closely, and no one who
has observed the cartoons, the editorials,
and the pages of - the Daily Worker,
which is the mouthpiece of the Commu-
nists of the United States, could say that
it would help the Communists. No one
who has been on the firing line on this
bhill can say that the Communists want
the legislation. The Communists and
Communist-fronters of this country
want anything but this legislation.

Mr. President, on the next page of the
message there appears a statement
which I am sure went out over the radio
to every hamlet and home in America, in
this language:

Specifically, some of the principal objec=-
tions to the Dlll are as follows:

1. It would aid potential enemies by re-
quiring the publication of a complete list of
vital defense plants, laboratories, and other
installations.

And on the following page this state-
ment is amplified by the President's
words:

I cannot imagine any document a hostile
foreign government would desire more.

Mr. President, no law required the
publication of data on Oak Ridge or the
plant out in Hanford, Wash. But we are
now picking up all over the United States
and even in England the spies of Russia
who had been in those plants and had
obtained the secrets of the plants. We
know they even extracted samples of the
research being conducted in those plants.
In other words, Mr. President, it is naive
to believe that the Communist espionage
apparatus does not pursue its ends effec-
tively without the benefit of published
lists which the President deplores,

But there is more than that in the
President’s statement. We have only to
read the very words of the legislation to
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know that that is not a fact, as the
President alleges, that the legislation re-
quires the publication of a complete list
of vital defense plants, laboratories, and
other installations.

At this point, I wish to insert in the
Recorp a full explanation, which ap-
pears at page 50 of the conference report.

There being no objection, the extracts
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

Section 8 (7) and the provisions of sec-
tion 5 relating to the designation of defense
plants by the Secretary of Defense have been
modified in the conference substitute so
as to broaden the concept of defense plants
to ccver any appropriately designated plant,
factory or other manufacturing, producing,
or service establishment, airport, airport fa-
cility, vessel, pier, water-front facility, mine,
railroad, public utility, laboratory, station,
or other establishment or facility, or any
part, division, or department of any of the
foregoing. Because of this broader coverage,
gection 3 (7) has been changed so as to
define the two terms “facility” and “defense
facility.”

The test to be applied by the Secretary of
Defense in designating an establishment or
facility as a “defense facility” is prescribed
in section 5 (b), and he is authorized by
that subsection to make such designation
in the case of any facility, as defined in sec-
tion 3 (7) “with respect to the operation of
which he finds and determines that the se-
curity of the United States requires the ap-
plication of the provisions of subsection (a)
of this section.”

In section 5 of the bill as it passed the
House it was not specifically required, when
the Secretary of Defense designated a “de-
fense plant” that the designation made by
him be made & matter of public information.
In the modified section 5 (b) the provisions
regarding designation have been changed so
a to provide that the Secretary of Defense
shall designate and proclaim, and from time
to time revise, a list of the facilities desig-
nated by him, cause the list of such desig-
nated facilities, or any revision thereof, to
be published in the Federal Register, and
promptly notify the management of any fa-
cility so listed. It is made the duty of such
management to post conspicuously, and to
keep posted, notice of such designation in
such form and in such place or places as to
give reasonable notice thereof to all em-
ployees of, and to all applicants for employ-
ment in, such facility. The definition of
*“defense facility” in the revised section 3 (7)
is so written that the criminal prohibitions
in section 5 (a) relating to defense facilities
will be applicable in the case of any particu-
lar designated facility only if the facility is
included in the list published in accordance
with section 5 (b), and only if the facility
is in compliance with the provisions respect-
ing the posting of notice of its designation
as a defense facility.

Mr. FERGUSON. I think it would be
well to have those things in the Recorp
so that there may be no further gues-
tions, on this subject. Some may have
been troubled with the arguments made
on the floor of the Senate. They may
have been troubled with the President’s
statement. They may have been trou-
bled with the radio announcements as to
what the bill would do.

This explanation, which is before the
Senate as the cfficial record of the con-
ference committee, makes clear that the
public listing of defense facilities was
provided for the very good purpose of
implementing the provisions for protect-
ing such facilities by denying employ-
ment therein to Communists. Moreover,
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it is clear that the publication of lists of
designated facilities is not mandatory
upon the Secretary of Defense, for he
shall make such designations and list-
ings only when he determines the na-
tional security requires that the bar
against employment of Communists in
such facilities be invoked.

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield.

Mr. Q'CONOR. May I ask the Sen-
ator from Michigan, who has devoted
such earnest and continuous study to
this matter, whether it is not a fact that
in subsection (b) there is a provision
that it is up to the Secretary of Defense
to determine whether the section is to
be applicable to any such facility? In
other words, all he need do, in the event
he does not wish this seetion made appli-
cable, is to omit a certain plant from
any listing he makes.

Mr. FERGUSON. That is exactly the
correct interpretation, and that is the
language. I am glad the distinguished
Senator from Maryland, who has spent
so much time on this bill, has asked that
question and brought out the fact so
forcefully. The lists are published only
when national security requires their
publication. Obviously, if listings are
against the national interest, no publi-
cation would be made.

Mr. President, it could be that the
President or the Attorney General did
not wait until they received copies of
the conference report to see the change
made by the conference commitiee, and,
therefore, were of the opinion that it
contains an absolute or compulsory re-
quirement as to the publication of a
list of defense plants.

In evaluating the security interests in-
volved in publieation it should also be
taken into consideration that the Secre-
tary of Defense does not have to say,
“This is an atomic-energy plant,” or
“This is where they manufacture some
vital piece of machinery.” No; that is
not the fact. He need only publish the
statement that it is a defense plant. He
thereby invekes the security provisions
of this section relative to barring Com-
munists from defense-plant employ-
ment. The protections thus provided
should be weighed against any possible
injuries to security that might result.

Mr. President, there is onz other thing
that I feel it is important to bring to the
attention of the Senate at this time.
That is the provisions in section 22
which relate to the exclusion of certain
aliens, This section is found at pages
21, 22, and 23 of the conference report.

I think one difficulty is that those who
have advised the President against this
particular section did not take into con-
sideration the fact that much of that to
which he is now objecting is part of the
law and has been part of it for many
years, and the Secretary of State has
been operating under it.

I read from subsection (g), on page 22
of the conference report, which defines
one class of excludable aliens as follows:

(G) Aliens who write or publish, or cause
to be written or published, or who know-
ingly circulate, distribute, print, or display,
or kncwingly cause to be circulated, dis-
tributed, printed, published, or displayed, or
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who knowingly have in their possession for

‘the purpose of circulation, publication, or

display, any written or printed matter, ad-
vocating or teaching opposition to all or-
ganized government, or advocating (i) the
overthrow by force or violence or other un-
constitutional means of the Government of
the United States or of all forms of law;
or (ii) the duty, necessity, or propriety of
the unlawful assaulting or killing of any
officer or officers (either of specific individ-
uals or of officers generally) of the Govern-
ment of the United States or of any other
organized government; or (lil) the unlawful
damage, injury, or destruction of property;
or (iv) sabotage.

That is all in the law today and it
has to be administered by the President,
regardless of any enactment by us at
this time.

To that subsection the bill merely adds
as new legislation the following lan-
guage.

The economic, international, and govern-
mental doctrines of world communism or
the economic and governmental doctrines of
any other form of totalitarianism.

The President cites various reasons
for disapproving of section 22, among
them the fact that it would deprive us
of the great assistance of many aliens
in intellicence matters, and the fact
that no resident of a totalitarian coun-
try could come into the United States.

What the President overlooks in that
condemnation of section 22 is the fact
that the Attorney General has certain
discretionary powers under the ninth
proviso to section 3 of the Immigration
Act of 1917, which is cited on page 24
of the conference report. Those discre-
tionary powers of the Attorney General
extend to a determination of who or
who may not come in under the terms of
Section 22, with certain exceptions.

These exceptions are two in number,.
The first is paragraph (1) on page 21
of the conference report, as follows:

(1) Aliens who seek to enter the United
States whether solely, principally, or inei-
dentally, to engage in activities which would
be prejudicial to the public interest, or
would endanger the welfare or safety of the
United States;

The second exception is paragraph
(3) on page 23 of the conference report,
as follows: f

(3) Aliens with respect to whom there is
reason to believe that such aliens would,
after entry, be likely to (A) engage in activ-
ities which would be prohibited by the laws
of the United States relating to espionage,
sabotage, public disorder, or in other activ-
ity subversive to the national security; (B)
engage in any activity a purpose of which
is the opposition to, or the control or over-
throw of the Government of the United
States by force, violence, or other unconsti-
tutional means; or (C) organize, join, affili-
ate with, or participate in the activities of
any organization which is registered or re-
quired to be registered under section T of the
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950.

Those are the only exceptions, Mr.
President, to the discretionary author-
ity of the Attorney General. Those per-
sons are automatically excluded. But
the discretionary authority exists to cure
what the President claims are defects of
this section.

I should like to add one final word in
relation to the President’s message. The
President objects to title II, which is the
one to take effect upon the happening
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of three events which are set out in the
bill, in event of war, invasion, or insur-
rection. He has a criticism of the title
because it does not suspend or authorize
the suspension of the privilegze of the
writ of habeas corpus.

We remember, Mr. President, that in
1215 some of our forefathers fought at
Runnymede in order to preserve the writ
of habeas corpus. One of the causes of
the Revolutionary War was that persons
in the Colonies were being arrested and
taken back to England in violation of
the privilege of habeas corpus. If there
is anything which distinguishes our form
of government from a totalitarian form
of government it is the courts and the
privilege of habeas corpus.

Mr. President, if the time shall ever
come when this country is at war or be-
ing invaded, as the terms are used in
the Constitution of the United States,
and the President comes to the Congress,
that is the time that the Congress, repre-
senting all the people of America, should
determine whether there shall be per-
mitted a suspension of the writ of habeas
corpus. Let us not otherwise destroy
that for which we are today fighting
in Korea. Let us not otherwise destroy
that which makes us a God-fearing na-
tion, opposed to totalitarianism and to
communism.

Until such time we can take comfort
and refuge in the specific provision in
this title, which denies any possible in-
ference to the contrary, that:

Nothing in this title shall be construed
to suspend or to authorize the suspenslon of
the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus.

Mr. President, I wanted to refer also
to some of the other arguments made
against this legislation. I hope that
those Senators who, with the Senator
from Michigan, are sponsors of the bhill
will add their comments at this time in
order that the record and the intent of
Congress in enacting this legislation may
be free of misunderstandings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, as
stated by the Senator from Michigan, so
many unsupported statements have
been made in the course of the debate
on this question, that it seems to me to
be highly desirable that those of us who
have had to do with this bill from its
beginning to the present time be heard
for a few minutes.

The veto message of the President de-
clares that the bill H. R. 9490: “Would
not hurt the Communists. Instead, it
would help them.”

I have heard that statement made
before, and I have characterized it as an
irresponsible statement. It would be
improper to characterize as “irresponsi-
ble” any statement made by the Presi-
dent of the United States. But, Mr,
President, it certainly is not improper to
say that I disagree with that statement
wholeheartedly; and I do not believe,
Mr. President, there are very many
members of this body, or very many per-
sons anywhere, who have read this bill,
who believe, or can be made to believe,
that this bill would help Communists.

At the outset of his veto message, the
President states what he calls “some of
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the principal objections to the bill.”
The veto message refers to these objec-
tions as being “specifically” stated,
though in point of fact they are stated
in general terms. However, let us ex-
amine these seven objections.

The first objection stated is that the
bill would aid potential enemies by re-
quiring the publication of a complete
list of vital defense plants, laboratories,
and other installations,

Mr. President, someone has misad-
vised the President with respect to that.

The only provision with respect to
publication of a list of defense plants,
which is to be found in this bill, is in
section 5. Section 5 (b) authorizes and
directs the Secretary of Defense to des-
ignate and proclaim, and from time to
time revise, a list of facilities with re-
spect to the operation of which he finds
and determines that the security of the
United States requires the application of
the provisions of subsection (a)—that
is, exclusion from employment of mem-
bers of Communist organizations.

This section does not require the Sec-
retary to publish a complete list of
plants, or to publish any list at all. The
Secretary in his discretion is to deter-
mine which plants, if any, he wants to
exclude Communists from; and then he
publishes the list of such plants, if any.
The Secretary might limit his list of
plants, as published, to a few, or he
might publish a list of many thousands;
but it will be discretionary with him. If
he thinks it is more important to keep
the name of a plant off a list than it is
to apply the provisions of the bill ban-
ning the employment of Communists in
that plant, then he can keep the name of
the plant off the list. As a matter of
fact, Mr. President, while it is perfectly
reasonable to believe that there may be
some plants doing defense work which
it would be desirable to keep entirely
secret, even so far as the identity of the
plants is concerned, it is also perfectly
true that there are in this country many
thousands of defense plants and poten-
tial defense plants, the identity of which
is, if not well known, at least easily de-
termined. If one should want to send a
form letter to defense plants and pro-
spective defense plants throughout the
country, soliciting their business or their
contributions for one reason or another,
he could probably go to any one of sev-
eral direct-mail advertising agencies in
Washington or in New York City, and
have his letter addressed to a list of
some forty thousand or forty-five
thousand defense plants and prospective
defense plants.

However that may be, Mr. President,
the fact remains that the first num-
bered objection mentioned in the Presi-
dent's veto message charges this bill with
requiring the publication of a complete
list of vital defense plants, laboratories,
and other installations; and that sim-
ply is not so.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a gquestion?

Mr, McCARRAN. I yield,

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it the Senator’s
opinion that the Secretary of Defense—
consldering all of the facts with refer-
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ence to any atomic energy plant, which
is subject o the very closest of screen-
ing, in respect to all its personnel, by
the FBI and by agencies of its own,
and having in mind the importance of
secrecy in connection with such a plant—
even remotely would consider having
such a plant listed and published as
needing the protection of the provision
of this act of which the Senator from
Nevada has just spoken?

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator from
Florida has stated the answer correctly:
If the Secretary found that it was nec-
essary to apply the provisions of this
plan for the protection of the plant, he
might do so. If, on the other hand, he
did not, it would be within his disere-
tion to do otherwise.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr, HOLLAND. Is it not the Sena-
tor's opinion that the Secretary of De-
fense would certainly coneclude that an
£-1 important plant, top secret in its
operations, would not require the pro-
tection of this particular provision of
the bill, having in mind the FBI screen-
ing and the separate agency screening
which alrcady prevail -with respect to
such a plant?

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator from
Florida has stated the matter correctly.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. McCARRAN, I yield.

Mr, WILEY. The question is some-
what: collateral to the point under dis-
cussion; but there has been so much loose
criticism, as I would call it, in relation
to this subject, that I wish to find out
definitely whether or not in the Sena-
tor's opinion there is in the bill any-
thing which limits or in any way inter-
feres with the action of the so-called
Central Intelligence Agency of the Gov-
ernment,

Mr. McCARRAN. There is nothing in
the bill that limits either the Central
Intelligence Agency of the Government
or the FBI or any one of the other pro-
tective agencies.

Mr. WILEY. I thank the Senator.
That was my own conclusion, but I
wished to have it confirmed.

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me say to the
Senator, further in answer to his ques-
tion, that that matter was gone into over
and over again in conference, and was
guarded and protected in every way.

So the primary purpose of this bill,
among other purposes, is to see to it that
the internal security of the Government
of the United States is maintained.
That is the object of the bill. The agen-
cies which have been established to pro-
tect internal security certainly would not
be interfered with in their operation.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doesthe
Senator from Nevada yield to the Sena-
tor from California?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr, KNOWLAND. I think the Sena-
tor has amply answered the question
from the point of view of the legislative
history, but I particularly wanted to call
his attention to section 8 of Public Law
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110, Eighty-first Congress, a copy of
which I showed him a little earlier, which
deals with the right of the intelligence
authorities to bring in—1I believe it is a
limitation of 100.

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr. ENOWLAND. And I wanted fo
make sure that there was not in this
anything that interfered in any way with
that legislative authority.

Mr, McCARRAN. Iam going to touch
on that very subject in just a moment.

Amplifying this charge, Mr. President,
the President in his veto message states:

One provision alone of this bill is enough
to demonstrate how far it misses the real
target. Section 5 would requira the Secre-
tary of Defense to “proclaim” and “have pub=
lished in the Federal Register” a complete
catalog of defense plants, laboratories, and
all other facilities vital to our national de-
fense—no matter how secret.

A little further along in the same para-
graph, the President says:

There are many provisions of the bill which
impel me to return it without my approval,
but this one would be enough by itself.

Mr. President, that statement is in-
comprehensible. The present President
of the United States spent enough time
in this body to learn how to interpret
plain legislative language. I cannotf con-
ceive that he would write or sign a veto
message on this bill without reading the
bill carefully and I cannot imagine that,
having read the bill carefully, he would
make the statement which is in the veto
message, with respect to what section 5
of this bill provides.

Mr. President, the veto message states
that this one provision of the bill is
enough to demonstrate how far it misses
the real target. Mr, President, I leave
it to any lawyer who will read this para-
graph of the veto message, and subsec-
tion 5 (b) of the bill, to determine how
far the veto message misses the target.

Mr. President, the second numbered
objection in the veto message is that this
bill “would require the Department of
Justice and its Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation to waste immense amounts
of time and energy attempting to carry
out its unworkable registration provi-
sions.”

Mr, President, I cannot criticize that
objection, because it is obviously a state-
ment of opinion rather than a statement
of fact; but I thoroughly disagree with
the opinions which the President has ex-
pressed. I do not consider the registra-
tion provisions of this bill to be unwork-
able, I do not believe it will require im-
mense amounts of time and energy from
the Department of Justice and the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation to carry out
these provisions, and I do not agree that
whatever time and energy is required to
carry them out will be wasted.

The third numbered objection in the
veto message is that this bill would de-
prive us of the great assistance of many
aliens in intelligence matters.

In reading through the remainder of
the veto message, Mr. President, I have
tried to find some documentation for that
charge. I did not find it. I will not say
it is not there; but I did not find it.
I did find the charge repeated, on page 5
of the mimeographed copy of the veto
message, repeated and enlarged. On
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that page the veto message states, speak-
ing of sections 22 and 25 of the bill, that—

What these provisions would actually do
is to prevent us from admitting to our coun-
try, or to citizenship, many people who could
make real contributions to our national
strength. The bill would deprive our Gov-
ernment and our intelligence agencies of the
valuable services of aliens in security opera-
tions. It would require us to exclude and
deport the citizens of some friendly, non-
Communist countries. FPurthermore, it would
actually make it easier for subversive aliens
to become United States cltizens.

Those are, again, Mr. President, very
general statements. Again, on page 14
of the mimeographed copy of the veto
message, appears this statement:

Moreover, the provisions of section 22 of
this bill would strike a serious blow at our
national security by taking away from the
Government the power to grant asylum in
this country to foreign diplomats who re-
pudiate Communist imperialism and wish
to escape its reprisals. It must be cbvious
to anyone that it is in our national interest
to persuade people to renounce communism,
and to encourage their defection from Com-
munist forces. Many of these people are
extremely valuable to our intelligence oper-
ations. Yet under this bill the Government
would lose the limited authority it now has
to offer asylum in our country as the great
incentive for such defection.

Mr. President, the limited authority
the Government now has to offer asylum
in our country to such persons is not
disturbed by section 22 of this bill. The
authority of the Attorney General to
waive the provision excluding such per-
sons is not eliminated. Furthermore, as
I pointed out during debate on this bill
on the floor of the Senate, the legisla-
tion recently passed by the Congress per-
mitting the admission of up to 100 aliens
per year for intelligence reasons is not
repealed or otherwise affected by H. R.
9490; and the interesting thing is that
although that legislation permitied the
entry of a hundred persons per year,
and was enacted upon the plea that at
least that many persons would be needed
to be allowed to enter the country, yet
down to the present time only a handful
;at’ persons has been admitited under that
aw.

So, Mr. President, we find a statement
made, and repeated, and repeated again,
but not documented nor explained.

The fourth numbered objection in the
veto message is that the bill would
antagonize friendly governments.

I have tried to find in the rest of the
veto message any support for this state-
ment. I have not found it. I do not
say it is not there, but I have not found
it. I did find a statement which might
have some bhearing on the point; a state-
ment that under this bill “the Attorney
General would be required to exclude
from the United States all Spanish busi-
nessmen, students, and other nonofficial
travelers who support the present gov-
ernment of their country.”

Fortunately, Mr. Presidenf, the veto
message is not a part of the legislative
history of this bill. No matter how hard
the Executive tries, legislation cannot be
made by means of veto messages. The
charge that this bill would require the
Attorney General to exclude from the
United States all Spanish businessmen,
students, and other nonofficial travelers
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who support the present government of
their country is an absurdity. Iam con-
fident that the Attorney General of the
United States will never construe the
bill in that way unless he is ordered so
to construe it by a higher authority.

I think perhaps that mention of Spain
was tossed into this veto message as a
means of taking a sly dig at those of us
who recently supported legislation to
provide for a loan to Spain. I think per-
haps there is intended to be some impli-
cation that one who voted for the loan
to Spain is particularly partial to Spain
or to the present form of government in
Spain. Of course, I am sure the Presi-
dent knows that there were matters of
principle involved in the question of the
Spanish loan which had nothing to do
with Spain’s form of government. How-
ever that may be, I find no other sub-
stantiation in the veto message of the
charge that this bill would antagonize
friendly governments,

The fifth numbered point in the Presi-
dent’s veto message is that the bill would
put the Government of the United States
into the thought-control business,
Again, Mr. President, someone must have
been misadvising the President of the
United States. There is not a line in
this bill that puts the Government of the
United States in the thought-control
business.

I do not like, Mr. President, standing
here on the Senate floor to take issue
with the President of the United States.
But on this point, Mr. President, it is
the President of the United States who
has taken issue with the authors of the
bill. The senior Senator from Nevada
stood on the floor of the Senate, when the
conference report on the bill was be-
fore the Senate, and made the plain and
unequivocal statement that this bill con-
tains no provisions which could properly
be designated as thought control.
Now the President of the United States,
in his veto message, declares the bill
would put the Government of the United
States in the thought-control business.
All I can do, Mr. President, is to say that
I believe my original statement to be true
when I made it, and I believe it to be true
now, the President of the United States
to the contrary notwithstanding.

The sixth numbered charge in the veto
message is that this bill would make it
easier for subversive aliens to become
naturalized as TUnited States ecitizens.
Mr. President, there is no comment I ean
make on that statement which would
not be unduly disrespectful of the high
office of the President of the United
States.

Mr. President, let any Member of this
Senate—let any member of the press
galleries—let any citizen of the United
States who has gotten as far as the
eighth grade—read this bill, and then
ask him if he thinks the bill would make
it easier for subversive aliens to become
naturalized as United States citizens.

The seventh point, made by this bill,
Mr. President, is that it would give Gov-
ernment officials vast powers to harass
all of our citizens in the exercise of their
right of free speech. Mr. President, that
charge is misleading, and is no more
true than the same charge would be if
made with respect to any criminal law,
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This bill does not contain any actual
authority to invade or impede the right
of free speech; but in the administration
of this bill, as in the case of any other
criminal law, it obviously would be pos-
sible for Government officials to harass
our citizens, if they desired to do so.
That is true of the administration of a
great many laws. The senior Senator
from Nevada, for one, does not believe
that the officials of the Government of
the United States desire to use their pow-
ers under this or any other bill to harass
the citizens of the United Stat®s; and
the senior Senator from Nevada is glad
to be able to say, Mr. President, that this
bill contains such safeguards, in con-
nection with the right of review, that
any errors made by Government officials
in that regard would eventually be cor-
rected by our courts. .

Mr. President, time will not permit me
to discuss this veto message paragraph
by paragraph, because I do not wish to
hold my colleagues that long. I have
discussed each of the numbered objec-
tions which are stated at the outset of
the veto message.

However, there are a few statements
in the veto message which deserve com-
ment.

On page 5 of the mimeographed copy,
the veto message states that the osten-
sible purpose of the provisions of sec-
tions 22 and 25 of the bill is to prevent
persons who would be dangerous to our
national security from entering the
country, or becoming citizens. Then the
veto message states: “In fact, present
law already achieves that objective.”

Mr. President, there are thousands
upon thousands of subversive aliens in
this country. The President himself has
recognized that fact. If present law is
achieving the objective of preventing
persons who are dangerous to our-na-
tional security from entering this coun-
try, how did these subversive aliens get
here?

With further reference to the provi-
sions of the bill which strengthen the
immigration and naturalization laws the
President has repeated in essence the
charge, which is wholly unfounded, that
these provisions would hamper our in-
ternational relations, I have previously
pointed out to the Senate, in the lan-
guage of the bill, designating paragraph,
sentence, and words, that this bill would
not exclude any alien in diplematic
status unless his entry into the United
States would endanger the public secu-
rity. In faet, any schoolboy who could
read this bill could see that aliens in dip-
lomatic status are expressly exempt from
the excluding provisions of the bill un-
less their entry would endanger the pub-
lic security.

It is curious to note, Mr. President,
that some of the provisions of the bill
which are criticized most vigorously by
the President are provisions of the
present law which were merely brought
forward in the bill in order that there
might be set forth in one pattern all
of the applicable statutes.

And now, Mr., President, I come to
that part of the veto message with
reference to the provisions of the bill
which strengthen the immigration and
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naturalization laws. The veto message
reads, and I quote:

The ostensible purpose of these provisions
is to prevent persons who would be dan-
gerous to our national security from enter-
ing the country or becomling citizens. In
fact, present law already achieves that ob-
jective,

Mr. President, the guoted statement
from the veto message is just not a fact.
I know what I am talking about. Over
the course of many menths it has been
my duty as chairman of a special sub-
committee of this Senate to direct a
thoroughgoing investigation of our
immigration and naturalization systems,
The undeniable’ facts are, as I have re-
peatedly advised the Senate and as they
appear from the voluminous published
testimony taken by the subcommittee,
that aliens who are subversive to the
national security are, under our present
immigration and naturalization laws,
being freely admitted into the United
States and are becoming naturalized as
citizens of this country.

On page 9 of the mimeographed copy,
the veto message stetes that “the bill
would permit a determination that an
organization was a Communist-front
organization to be based solely upon the
extent to which the positions taken or
advanced by it from time to time on
matters of policy do not deviate from
those” of a Communist movement. Mr,
President, that statement simply is not
so. The able Senator from Florida [Mr.
Horianp] on the floor of the Senate on
Wednesday, most ably demonstrated
that it was not so.

Mr. President, I do not mean in any
way to cast any doubt upon the sincerity
of the President of the United States,
nor upon his good intentions in desiring
to fight subversive activity, I simply
want to say, Mr. President, that there
are many of us in this body who have
acted, in connection with this whole
matter, entirely in good faith, and solely
out of a deep and impelling desire to take
action for the protection of the welfare
of this Nation, and to do it within the
constitutional provisions and constitu-
tional limitations.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, during the time the com-
mittee was holding hearings on this par-
ticular bill and companion bills, I did
not have the opportunity to take as much
part as I wish I could have taken, for
I was obliged to be away for a portion
of the time. As Senators will recall, the
first bill introduced was the Mundt-Fer-
guson-Johnston bill. My name has
been mentioned very little in connection
with the bill because of the fact that I
did not take much part in the proceed-
ings and hearings when the bill was in
committee. But I want the public and
the Senate to know that I was, and am,
very much interested in this subject.

As I see it, it is imperative that there
be enacted at this time legislation deal-
ing with subversive activities. The peo-
ple are demanding it. Those who go out
among the people and talk with them
find that they expect us to do something
in this field because they have been edu-
cated to the point where they believe
there are many Communists throughout
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America. The FBI has made the state-
ment that they are here. The President
has acknowledged that they are here. It
is our duty to do something about the
situation. This proposed legislation has
been discussed pro and con. I do not
intend at this juncture to take up the
time of the Senate with respect to this
bill. I am thoroughly convinced that
the committee has done a good job. I
believe it reported the first bill by a vote
of 10 to 1. Then the authors of the first
bill agreed to join with the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarran] in order that we
could have some legislation passed this
year on this vital matter.

Then it came up for discussion on the
floor of the Senate. It was thoroughly
discussed on the floor of the Senate day
after day, passed, and sent to confer-
ence. The conference committee re-
ported the bill unanimously. Then the
Senate agreed to the conference report
b: an overwhelming vote. It now comes
before us on the question of whether or
not we should pass the bill, the objections
of the President to the contrary notwith-
standing. So far as I am concerned, I
am willing to vote to override the veto
because I think in the closing days of the
session this is the only chance we have
of enacting legislation on this matter.

There may be some things in the bill
with which we do not agree. However,
as I have already said, legislation is a
matter of compromise. That is what has
happzned in this instance. The House
has already set the pace. They have
voted to override the veto by a vote of
286 to 48. I hope the Senate will vote
immediately. For that reason, I shall
not take up any more time of the Senate.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, let me
assure the Senate that the junior Sena-
tor from South Dakota does not intend
to detain the Senate for more than a few
minutes. It is his understanding that
his remarks will conclude the debate in-
sofar as we have any knowledge of any-
one who still wishes to speak on either
side of the question. So if the whips
and those who have the responsibility of
getting in the votes will start to do their
work of rounding up the absent Mem-
bers for both parties, we shall not lose
any time in the 10 or 15 minutes that
the junior Senator from South Dakota
expects to speak on the bill.

Like many of my colleagues, I have
served for a number of years in the House
of Representatives. The House has a
rule known as the 5-minute rule. In the
Senate there are days when the 5-min-
ute rule is very attractive to Members of
the Senate, and I believe this is one of
those days.

We have been debating this issue now
for 24 hours. The proponents of this
legislation decided not to take more than
an hour in total time; the other 23 hours
were consumed by the opposition.
There are one or two things, however,
that I wish to direct to the attention of
the Senate before we proceed to vote.
This debate, which has been long, has
been called by some a filibuster, by others
a talkathon, and by still others just a
necessary exposition of the legislation
and I shall not enter into a debate on
that point.
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Perhaps I can stake out a claim for
having made the greatest understate-
ment of the Eighty-first Congress by
simply saying that surely this legislation
has been adequately debated. I do not
think anyone denies that. I think no one
will deny that it should have been ade-
quately debated. I am happy, as I think
most Members of the Senate are happy,
and we can be proud, too, that it has
been debated, by and large, rather intel-
ligently. It has been debated with a
marked lack of partisanship, and with
almost a complete absence of personali-

ties.

I think that in dealing with such a
touchy subject, laden as it is with dyna-
mite, it is to the credit of all Senators,
either those who have participated in
the debate, or those who have abstained
from participation thus demonstrating a
tremendous amount of self-control, that
this debate has been dispassionate and
objective.

I want to say one other thing for the
information of the Senate, because it
seems to me it is informaticn which
should have been given to the Senate
long ago. I think it should be given to
the Senate, because it is in full keeping
with the basic concept of this legislation,
which is the concept of disclosure, the
concept of identification, and the con-
cept of moving things out into the open
where everyoue can see them.

During the early hours of debate my
attention was called to the fact that at
the rotunda seats near the edge of the
pillars where our guest room is tempo-
rarily located a sort of shadowy figure
kept coming and going and operating
through the darkness of night and dawn
of morning until a very few moments
ago. I think the Senate should know
who that shadowy, stealthy figure actu-
ally is. I know who he is. I did not
mention this before, as I have failed to
mention his name up to this hour pri-
marily because I wanted this important
legislation to be approved or disapproved
by the Congress on its merits and not on
the basis of the good or evil qualities of
its advocates and its opponents. How-
ever, this man has organized the so-
called National Committee To Defeat the
Mundt Bill, which has said of me such
slanderous things that if I had twice the
vocabulary of a Hoosier Senator I could
not begin to do justice in reply to what
he has said about me.

The name of this man is Jerry J.
O'Connell. He is head of the National
Committee To Defeat the Mundt Bill,
which has its main office here in Wash-
ington. He has been with us tonight.
I do not complain about that, but I do
think that, like Senators, he should
identify himself, that he should move in
the open, and that we should know who
he is and just exactly who he represents,
because perhaps he will be coming back
again in the form of some other type of
agitator once we defeat his National
Committee to Defeat the Mundt Bill by
defeating instead the President’'s veto
of the bill.

I shall tell the Senate only a small
part of the record from one of the many
sources available to United States Sena-
tors. I have before me the first report
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in 1948 of the Un-American Activities
Committee of the State of Washington.
It is a very commendable report, because
Senators will recall that it resulted fi-
nally in the removal of three self-
confessed and admitted Communist pro-
fessors, who for 20 years had been teach-
ing in disguise on the campus of the
University of Washington., This subject,
Jerry O'Connell, moved in the shadowy
twilight last evening, consulting with
others, among them an important Wash-
ington representative of the Communist
Party, who sits here with us in part at
least as a representative and reporter
for the Communist Daily Worker. On
two different occasions I saw them seat-
ed close together, planning, moving
around, and doing whatever they could
iu trying to promote their campaign to
sustain the President’s veto, defeat this
legislation, and to organize methods and
techniques to this end. I know that none
of the senatorial participants in this
debate certainly would have had any
truck with a character like Jerry O’Con-
nell, on the basis cf the evidence sub-
mitted under oath before this legally
constituted committee of the State of
Washington, if they took the time to in-
vestigate his background. The questions
were asked by the committee investi-
gator:
Question, I will ask you, professor—

The witness is Prof. Louis Budenz, for-
mer editor of the Communist Daily
Worker—
do you know a former Congressman from
Montana by the name of Jerry O'Connell?

Answer, Yes, sir.

Question. Do you know whether or not Mr.
O'Connell was a member o/ the Communist
Party?

Answer. Not that specific. I know that he
was one whom the party felt it must take
care of because of his agreement constantly
with the party line,

Then Professor Budenz says:

May I supplement this?

The committee clerk sald, “Yes.”

The WiTNESs. In regard to Mr. O'Connell,
the discussion was to the eflect that he had
over a serles of years done all that the party
had wanted him to do, and therefore that
the party owed it to him to see that he oh-
tained a reward in the case of his defeat.

This man sat within 20 feet of our
Senate Chamber all last night and dur-
ing the long early morning hours, trying
to promote the Communist Iine, I think
Senators should keep in mind the fact
that Mr., O’'Ceonnell was there. I do not
say that he did not have a right to be
there, but under this legislation he would
have to be there in the open. He would
be known to all Senators, not only to a
few of us whose paths have crossed with
his over the years. All Senators have a
perfect right to know whom Mr. O’Con-
nell represents as he pulls strings, moves
puppets around, and sends out telegrams
and makes phone calls to create a great
network of propaganda and communi-
cations urging Senators to vote to sus-
tain the President’s veto. Senators are
entitled to know who this Mr. O’Connell
is who sat out there for 24 hours, almost
within spitting distance of the United
States Senate,

SEPTEMBER 23

Mr. President, the testimony proceeds
beyond the point where I stopped read-
ing for perhaps a page and a half, I
ask unanimous consent to include that
portion of the testimony as part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the testi-
mony was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

The WrTnEss. May I supplement this?

Mr. HousToN. Yes, Mr.—Professor Budenz,

The WiTNEss. In regard to Mr. O'Connell,
the discussion was to the effect that he had
over a serles of years done all that the party
had wanted him to do, and therefore that
the party owed it to him to see that he ob-
tained a reward in the case of his defeat.
I think that this was when he was defeated.
And therefore this was not just a chance
interview, or a chance discussion, it was an
official discussion of a committee, the finance
committee of the party, headed by Willlam
Weiner, in regard to what to do to help out
Mr. O'Connell because of his past services
and cooperation to the party. And there it
was agreed that he should become a repre-
sentative of the International Workers
Order.

Question. This was an official discussion of
the high-ranking officers of the Communist
Party, was it not?

Answer. That's correct.

Chairman CaNweLy. Mr. Houston, I'm ac-
cepting into the record exhibit No. 7, which
is the §2,500 check, exhibit No. 8, the 8150
check and endorsement.

Mr, HousToN. That's exhibit No. 8, Mr.
Chairman.

(Whereupon the two checks referred to
were admitted into the record as exhibits
No. 7 and 8.)

Question. At the time of that meeting was
there any question in your mind as to
whether or not Mr. O'Connell was a member
of the Communist Party?

Answer. There was no question in my
mind that he was in complete accordance
with the Communist Party.

Question. Do you know of anyone, Profes-
sor, that the Communist Party has taken
care 'of who are not members or are not
under party discipline?

Answer. I do not. The Daily Worker had
previously to that time played him up also
to a very great extent, and that's very rare
unless there is a dependent. As a matter of
fact, we were assured of his allegience and
cooperation with the party.

Question. Do you recall that issue of the
Dally Worker dyring the perlod of time that
you were editor, which stated that Jerry
O'Connell was the clearest progressive voice
in America today?

Answer. I remember the phrase to that
extent and purpose, yes.

Question. Would you have published any
such statement in the official organ of the
Communist Party without being satisfied
that the person referred to was a member
of the Communist Party?

Answer. He may not technically have been
& member, but there was complete agreement
that he would do what the party wanted him
to do.

Question, The party felt that they had him
under discipline and could control him?

Answer. That's correct. That was made
clear in many discussions,

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I will
have no more to say about O’'Connell and
the part he played. I simply offer his
activities of last night to show how near
the Red menace has actually penetrated
our own surroundings.

I do wish to read a telegram, however,
to the Members of the Senate which
came from an organization which we all
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respect. It does not have any question-
able characters slinking around unbe-
known to most of the Members of the
Senate, This is a telegram which came
here this morning from George N. Craig,
national commander of the American
Legion. I presume it was sent to every
Senator. Let me read it:

WasHINGTON, D. C., September 23, 1950,
Senator CarL MUNDT!:

Bpeaking for 3,000,000 veterans of World
Wars One and Two and 1,000,000 members
of the American Leglon Auxiliary I strongly
utrge that the Senate vote to override the
President’s veto on Internal Security Act
now before the Senate. As you know, the
American Legion has, by unanimous action,
repeatedly gone on record favoring national
legislation of this type. Our entire mem-
bership firmly believes that when our men
are called upon to fight and die and our
citizens called upon to spend billions in
an effort to stop communism all over the
world, common sense and sound national
security demand immediate action to over-
ride the President’s veto of this vital legisla=-
tion which would reduce the threat of Com=
munist attack against the wvery heart of
our democracy. We realize the Congress is
now being fluttered with communications
from every Communist cell within this Na-
tion. Russla and the entire free world have
their eyes upon you at this moment. As
national commander of the world's greatest
organization of veterans and patriotic women
I entreat you to display the courage I know
you have in your heart and to use your ut-
most influence to put this law upon our
statute books now,

GEORGE N. CralG,
National Commander, the American
Legion.

Mr. President, may I say in the re-
maining 4 minutes which I have allotted

myself—and as a man who has been long_

a victim of a stern 5-minute rule I shall
not proceed a single second beyond the
4 minutes—as we approach this vote, let
us approach it in an all-American, bi-
partisan manner. We are considering
legislation intreduced by a bipartisan
committee, supported by bipartisan
groups, and resisted by some bipartisan
combinations of people who thought
they should resist it.

Let us look upon this legislation keep-
ing in mind the courageous statement
made by the majority leader, the senior
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas], some
10 or 12 hours ago on this floor, when he
said, “Senators, we are not considering
this legislation in a normal period of
time, not in peace”—and I believe I quote
him correctly—“but in one of the most
dangerous eras of American history.”

Let us keep in mind as we vote that
we will with our votes decide today what
we should do, and this legislation is the
only thing we can do to curb communism
in this country between now and the
next meeting of the Congress. Are we
to decide to give our Government a se-
curity control bill against communism
at home, or, by sustaining the President'’s
veto, leave ourselves to continue fo be
the victims of the stealth and the con-
spiracies of Godless tyrannical Com-
munists in America?

As we now vote, I will ask Senators to
think about the fact that while they by
their answers to the roll call indicate
whether or not they are finally going
to support this legislation, some mother’s

Ll
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son in Korea is spitting out his last
mouthful of blood, giving his life fight-
ing against precisely the thing we are
urging you to legislate against today,
the Communist conspifacy in America.
I trust and hope we shall now over=
whelmingly override the President’s veto
of this long-sought Communist control
bill, which first passed the House in an
earlier version during the Eightieth Con-
gress where it was called the Mundt-
Nixon bill and which at long last now
comes before us for the final action in
its legislative, veto-ridden journey into
actual law.

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their name.:

Bricker Hickenlooper McMahon
Butler Hill Magnuson
Byrd Hoey Malone
Cain Holland Martin
Capehart Humphrey Mundt
Chapman Ives Murray
Chavez Jenner O'Conor
Connally Johnson, Colo. Robertson
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Russell
Darby Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Donnell Kefauver Schoeppel
Douglas Kilgore Smith, Maine
Dworshak Knowland Stennis
Ecton Leahy Taft
Ellender Lehman Thye
Ferguson Lodge Tydings
Frear Long Watkins
Fulbright Lucas Wherry
George McCarran Wiley
Graham MecCarthy - Willlams
Green McClellan Young
Gurney McFarland
Hendrickson  McEellar

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
will state it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Chair state
the precise form in which the question
will come before the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
was about to do that.

The question is, Shall the bill pass,
the objections of the President of the
United States to the contrary notwith-
standing? -

Those who favor the passage of the
bill will vote “yea” as their names are
called. Those opposed will vote “nay” as
their names are called. The roll call is
automatic, and the Secretary will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER~
son], the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. Maveank], the Senator from Flori-
da [Mr. PeprEr], and the Senator from

The Senator

Utah [Mr. THomas] are absent by leave

of the Senate. <

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BenTon], the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GiILLETTE], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEn], the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MyErs], and the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY] are ab-
sent on public business.

The Senator from California [Mr.
DownNeY] and the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. TavLor] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EastLanp] is absent because of illness,
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The Senators from Wyoming [Mr.
Hunt and Mr. O'MaHONEY], the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. THOoMAS], and the
Senator from EKentucky [Mr. WITHERS]
are absent on official business,

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
KEerr] is delivering the keynote address
to the Oklahoma Democratic State Con-
vention today, and is, therefore, neces-
sarily absent. I am authorized to an-
nounce that if the Senator from Okla-
homa were present and voting, he would
vote “yea.”

The Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SparkMAN] is absent by leave of the

‘Senate on official business, as a Repre-

sentative of the United States to the
fifth session of the General Assembly of
the United Nations.

I announce that the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Neery] is unavoid-
ably absent on important public busi-
ness. He has requested me to state that
he voted for the passage of this bill, that
he voted for the conference report, and
that if he were present, he would vote
“yea” on the question of overriding the
President’s veto.

I announce also that on this vote the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HaypEN] and
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
MyEers] are paired with the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Taviorl. If present
and voting, the Senator from Arizona
and the Senator from Pennsylvania
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Idaho would vote “nay.”

I announce further that if present
and voting, the Senator from New Mexi-
co [Mr. AnpeErson], the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. EasTLAND], the Senators
from Wyoming [Mr. HunT and Mr.
O'ManONEY], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Mayeank]l, the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SparkMaN], the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS],
and the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Tromas] would vote “yea.”

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. A1REN],
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MiLLI-
KIN] the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Kem], and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VANDENBERG] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business as a temporary
alternate Governor of the World Bank.

The Senator from Maine [Mr, BREw=
sTER] and the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. SmiTH] are ahsent by leave of the
Senate as representatives of the Ameri-
can group to the Interparliamentary
Union.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Brinces] and the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer] are absent
because of illness. If present and voting,
the Senator from North Dakota would
vote “nay.”

The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse]l and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr., Tosey] are absent on
official business.

I also announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIgen], the Senator from Maine [Mr.
BrewsTER], the Senators from New
Hampshire [Mr. Bripges and Mr.
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ToseY], the Senator from Colorado [Mr,
Mmrkin], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr, KEm], the Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. Smite], and the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VanDENBERG] would each
vote “yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 57,
nays 10, as follows:

YEAS—bBT

Bricker Hickenlooper Magnuson
Butler Hill Malone
Byrd Hoey Martin
Cain Holland Mundt
Capehart Ives O'Conor
Chapman Jenner Robertson
Connally Johnson, Colo. Russell
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Darby Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Donnell Knowland Smith, Maine
Dworshak Lodge Stennis
‘Ecton Long Taft
Ellender Lucas Thye

n McCarran Tydings
Frear McCarthy Watkins
Fulbright McClellan ‘Wherry
George McFarland Wiley
Gurney McEellar Williams
Hendrickson McMahon Young

KAYS—10
Chavez Humphrey Lehman
Douglas Eefauver Murray
Graham Kilgore
Green Leahy
NOT VOTING—29

Alken Hunt Pepper
Anderson Eem Smith, N. J.
Benton Kerr Sparkman
Brewster Langer Taylor
Bridges Maybank Thomas, Okla.
Downey Millikin Thomas, Utah
Eastland Morse Tobey
Flanders Myers Vandenberg
Gilllette Neely ‘Withers
Hayden . O’Mahoney

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this
question the yeas are 57, and the nays
are 10. Two-thirds of the Senate, a
quorum being present, having voted in
favor of its passage, on reconsideration
the bill is passed, the objections of the
President of the United States to the
contrary notwithstanding.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant
- reading clerk, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint reso-
lution, and they were signed by the Vice
President:

H. R.1025. An act for the relief of Waymon
H. Massey;

H.R.5327. An act to continue until the
close of June 30, 1951, the suspension of
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, and
for other purposes;

H.R.5372. An act to authorize the nego-
tiation and ratification of separate settle-
ment contracts with the Sioux Indians of
Cheyenne River Reservation in South Dakota
and North Dakota for Indian lands and rights
acquired by the United States for the Oahe
Dam and Reservoir, Missouri River develop=-
ment, and for other related purposes;

H.R. 6355. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property to the city
of Richmond, Calif.;

H.R.8920. An act to provide revenue, and
for other purposes; and

H. J. Res. 516. Joint resolution authorizing
the President, or such officer or agency as he
may designate, to conclude and give effect
to agreements for the settlement of inter=
custodial conflicts involving enemy property.
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ADJOURNMENT TO NOVEMEER 27

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate House Concurrent Resolution 287,
which was read,as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That when the two
Houses adjJourn on Baturday, September 23,
1950, they stand adjourned until 12 o'clock
meridian on Monday, November 27, 1950,

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, I move
Ebe adoption of the concurrent resolu-
ion.

The motion was agreed to, and the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 287)
was considered and agreed to.

AUTHORIZATION FOR SPEAEKER OF
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND
PRESIDENT OF SENATE TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
DURING ADJOURNMENT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate House concurrent resolution 288,
which was read as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That notwith=-
standing the adjournment of the two Houses
until Monday, November 27, 1850, the Speak=-
er of the House of Representatives and the
President of the Senate be, and they are
hereby, authorized to sign-enrolled bills and
Joint resolutions duly passed by the two
Houses and found truly enrolled.

Mr. LUCAS. I move the adoption of
the concurrent resolution.

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 288) was considered and agreed to.

AUTHORITY FOR APPOINTMENTS TO
COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES DUR-
ING ADJOURNMENT

On motion by Mr., Lucas, and by
unanimous consent, it was

Ordered, That notwithstanding the ad-
journment of the two Houses to Monday,
November 27, 1950, the President of the
Benate be, and he is hereby, authorized to
make appointments to commissions or com-
mittees authorized by law, by eoncurrent
action of the two Houses, or by order of the
Senate.

AUTHORITY FOR SECRETARY OF SENATE
TO RECEIVE MESSAGES FROM HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES DURING AD-
JOURNMENT {

On motion of Mr. Lucas, and by unan-
imous consent, it was

Ordered, That the Secretary of the Senate
be, and he is hereby, authorized to receive
messages from the House of Representatives
subsequent to adjournment,

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred, as indicated:

SusPENSION oF DEPORTATION OF ALIENS—
WITHDRAWAL OF NAME

A letter from the Attorney General, with-
drawing the name of Carmen Pardo De
Tavera De Gongzales or Carmen P. Gonzales
or Carmen Gongzales from a report relating
to aliens whose deportation he suspended
more than 6 months ago, transmitted to the
Benate on February 15, 1960; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIENS

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, coples of orders
of the Commissioner of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service suspending deporta-
tion of certain aliens, together with a de-
tailed statement of the facts and pertinent
provisions of law as to each alien and the
reasons for ordering such suspension (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

GRANTING OF STATUS OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE
TO CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter fromr the Attorney General, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders of
the Commissioner of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service granting the applica-
tion for permanent residence to certain
aliens, together with a detailed statement of
the facts and pertinent provisions of law
and the reasons for granting the applications
(with accompanying papers); to the Coms-
mittee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the

Senate, and referred as indicated:
By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution adopted by the Committee
for Fort Thomas (Ey.) protesting against a
reduction in the appropriation under the
Hill-Burton Act relating to construction of
hospitals; to the Committee on Approprl-
ations.

A resolution adopted by the General Coun-
cll of the Hawailan Government Employees’
Assoclation at Honolulu, T. H., expressing ap-
preciation to Governor Stainback, of Hawail,
in his fight for statehood for Hawall; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

A resolution adopted by the General Coun-
cil of the Hawallan Government Employees®
Assoclation, at Honolulu, T. H. favoring
?aal.}tlehood for Hawall; ordered to lie on the

e.

-PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON EX-

PENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DE-
PARTMENTS TO FILE REPORT DURING
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I ask per=
mission of the Senate that the Subcom=-
mittee on Investigation of the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive De-
partments be permitted to file its report
on investigations during the recess of
Congress.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
jection?

Mr. WHERRY. May I ask the dis-
tinguished Senator to which committee
he has reference?

Mr. HOEY. The Subcommittee on In-
vestigations of the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Depart-
ments.

Mr. WHERRY. Does the subcommit-
tee have any report to file?

Mr. HOEY. We contemplate being
able to file it before Congress meets again.
There were two or three investigations,
I think. We have already concluded
our executive hearings. Sometime be-
tween now and the assembling of Con-
gress after the recess I will file the re-

port.
Do I understand that

Is there ob~

Mr. WHERRY.
the subcommittee has completed its in-
vestigations?

Mr. HOEY. Yes. We held executive
sessions. I believe we had five different
executive sessions. The staff has been
going over the reports of the different
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agencies of the Government, and we ex-
pect to be able to file the report some-
time before Congress reassembles.

Mr. WHERRY. I was wondering
whether they had made an investigation
of the latest incident that has been
brought to the attention of Congress.

Mr. HOEY. Not of that individual
case, but we shall have a report on it.

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, September 23, 1950, he
presented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

S.1202. An act to amend section 32 (a)
(2) of the Trading With the Enemy Act; and

S.2195. An act to authorize the Palisades
Dam and Reservoir project, to authorize the
north side pumping division and related
works, to provide for the disposition of re-
served space in American Falls Reservoir, and
for other purposes.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. LUCAS:

8.4191, A bill for the relief of Louis W.

Eropp; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CHAPMAN:

S.4192. A bill to provide advanced retired
rank for certain persons specially commended
for bravery in actual combat in each of the
two world wars, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

(Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado introduced
Senate bill 4193, to eliminate the retroactive
application of the income tax to employees of
the United States working in the possessions
or in the Canal Zone, which was referred to
the Committee on Finance, and appears un-
der a separate heading.)

RETROACTIVE APPLICATION OF INCOME
TAX TO CERTAIN EMPLOYEES IN POS-
SESSIONS OR CANAL ZONE

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, Pres-
ident, I introduce for appropriate ref-
erence a bill to eliminate the retroactive
application of the income tax to em-
ployees of the United States working in
the possessions or in the Canal Zone, and
I ask unanimous consent that a state-
ment prepared by me explaining the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred,
and, without objection, the statement
presented by the Senator from Colorado
will be printed in the REcoRrD,

The bill (S. 4193) to eliminate the
retroactive application of the income tax
to employees of the United States work-
ing in the possessions or in the Canal
Zone, introduced by Mr. Jounson of Col-
orado, was read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Finance.

The statement presented by Mr. JoHN-
son of Colorado is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHNSON OF COLORADO

Mr. President, the Senate has just agreed
to the conference report on the new tax
bill which, it is estimated, will increase the
Federal revenue $4,5600,000. Levying addi-
tional taxes is not a pleasant task. Never=
theless, the Korean war makes it necessary
to do so. The vital fundamental principle to
be observed in levying taxes ls that they be
fair and just to all
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One very unjust provision is contained in
this conference report. As an inducement
in recruiting able and skilled American citi«
zens to accept employment in the Canal
Zone, Federal income taxes heretofore have
not been levied on American citizens who are
employed there. Bince such workers serve
the Government of the United States and
since such taxes would be paid to the Gov=
ernment of the United States the special tax
exemption heretofore permitted by our reve-
nue laws has been deemed to be an extra
take-home pay incentive. Uncle Sam didn't
bother to put money in one pocket and take
it out of another. However the conference
report changed that. Now Uncle Sam
takes the money in but does not pay it out,
and the Canal Zone worker is the victim.

His wages, in effect, have been reduced
arbitrarily by this action. In essence, the
action taken in the conference report
amounts to a breach of faith if not a breach
of contract by the Federal Government to=-
ward a group of loyal and defenseless citi=
zens.

But that is not all that the conference re-
port does to these unfortunate employees
who are powerless to help themselves. It
not only reduces their wages from npow on
but it compels them to pay on a dead horse,
The new tax bill levies a retroactive tax on
these people. Most Canal Zone employees of
the United States Government now will be
compelled to borrow money to pay this ret-
roactive tax—a tax which applies to wages
already earned but on which the earner did
not expect to pay taxes and had made no
plans to pay tax. Obviously no withholding
tax was collected. If these workers were
wealthy or even highly paid, the situation
might not be so bad but the truth is that
they are merely average American workmen
who live under unpleasant eclimatic condi-
tions and whose livelihood and future se=-
curity is premised on a continuation of the
status quo which permits them to live under
the same standards of living as their fel-
low workers within the continental United
States. They must send their children to
the States for advanced education.

The parliamentary situation in the Sen-
ate and House made it inadvisable to even
attempt to change the conference report.
An extended debate on that point would
have endangered the enactment of the new
tax bill and other vital legislation in the
closing hours of the session. Accordingly I
did not resist the adoption of the conference
report. There is & more effective way to
proceed,

I now introduce a bill to correct this un-
fair retroactive provision which affects Canal
Zone employees solely. It is my hope and
belief that we will be able to attach this
bill as an amendment to the excess-profits-
tax bill which will be considered by Con-
gress in November. Since revenue legisla-
tion, under the Constitution, must originate
in the House, I am compelled to amend a
House revenue measure to correct the un-
Just and confiscatory retroactive tax levied
against a special group of American citi=
zens—the Canal Zone workers,

The long-range Canal Zone income-tax
problem, which has in effect reduced the
wages of one group of highly skilled' and
loyal American ecitizens, can be cured by
an outright repeal of the new revenue pro=
vision or by increased wages. The purpose of
the bill I am now introducing is merely to
prevent the confiscation of the property of
Canal Zone workers.

I shall press for action in November.

AMENDMENT OF RAILWAY LABOR ACT—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. HOLLAND submitted amendments
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (S. 3295) to amend the Railway
Labci A2t and to authorize agreements
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providing for union membership and
agreements for deductions from the
wages of carriers’ employees for certain
purposes and under certain conditions,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

CITATION OF HARRY RUSSELL FOR
CONTEMPT OF SENATE

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, from
the Special Committee to Investigate
Organized Crime in Interstate Com-
merce, I report an original resolution
(S. Res. 358) citing Harry Russell for
contempt of the Senate, and I submit a
report (No. 2580) thereon. I ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consid-
eration.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 358) was considered and
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the President of the Senate
certify the report of the Special Committee
to Investigate Organized Crime in Inter-
State Commerce of the United States Sen-
ate as to the refusal of Harry Russell to
answer a serles of questions before the said
special committee, together with all the
facts In connection therewith, under the
seal of the United States Senate, to the
United States Attorney for the Districet of
Columbia, to the end that the said Harry
Russell may be proceeded against in the
manner and form provided by law.

EXPRESSION OF FELICITATIONS AND
EARNEST WISHES FOR SPEEDY RECOV-
ERY OF SENATOR ARTHUR H. VANDEN=-
BERG

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a resolution and ask unanimous con-
sent for its immediate consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be read for the information of
of the Senate.

The resolution (S. Res. 359) was read
as follows:

Whereas, the distinguished senior Sen=-
ator from Michigan [Mr, VANDENBERG] has
been prevented, by illness, from participating
in recent sessions of the Senate; and

Whereas the senior Senator from Michi-
gan is held in high esteem by his colleagues
and is deeply respected for his statesmanship
and devotion to country, and for his zeal for
the cause of world peace, as exemplified by
his leadership in the development and fur-
therance of efforts for world accord; and

Whereas his outstanding contribution to
the accomplishments of the Congress, par-
ticularly in the field of foreign relations,
will ever reflect credit upon him and upon
;heltt]mted States Senate: Now, therefore,

e

Resolved, That the Senate of the United
States express to the distinguished senior
Senator from Michigan its sincere felicita-
tions and earnest wishes for his speedy and
complete recovery.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I hope that
the resolution may be unanimously
agreed to.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr., President, I
make the same request as to this reso-
lution that was made as to the one of-
fered yesterday in connection with the
resolution making a presentation to the
Vice President, that is, that the entire
membership of the Senate be included.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, the request of the Senator from
Nebraska is agreed to, and without ob-
jection, the resolution is agreed to

ously.
The preamble was agreed to.

PRINTING OF SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES
OF THE BENATE COMMITTEE ON LA-
BOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE

Mr, HILL, Mr, President, on behalf
of the Senator from Utah [Mr. TrOMAS],
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, I ask to have
printed a summary of the activities of
the Senate Committee on Labor and
Puhblic Welfare during this session of the
Congress.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Alabama? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR GURNEY BY
SENATOR YOUNG

[Mr. YOUNG asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the RECoRD a statement pre-
pared by him in tribute to Senator GURNEY,
which appears in the Appendix.]

ACTIVITIES OF NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF MANUFACTURERS—STATEMENT BY
BENATOR BENTON

[Mr. DOUGLAS asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the RECORD a statement by
Benator BEnTON, together with correspond-
ence dealing with certain activities of the
National Association of Manufacturers,
which appear in the Appendix.]

STATEMENT BY WILLIAM M. BOYLE, JR.,
CHAIRMAN, DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL
COMMITTEE

[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a statement by
William M. Boyle, Jr., chairman, Democratic
National Committee, which appears in the
Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY SENATOR McCARTHY AT
PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY REPUBLI-
CAN RALLY, HYATTSVILLE, MD,

[Mr. McCARTHY asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the REcorp an address de-
livered by him at a Republican rally at
Hyattsville, Md., on September 22, 1850,
which appears in the Appendix.]

THE BATTLE BETWEEN THE FEDERAL
RESERVE BOARD AND THE TREASURY—
ARTICLE FROM WASHINGTON POST

[Mr. FULBRIGHT asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an article en=
titled “Reserve-Treasury Fight Shifts to
Bank Meeting in New York,” written by J. A.
Livingston and published in the Washington
Post of September 23, 1950, which appears in
the Appendix.]

FIRE INSURANCE—ARTICLE BY HARERY
PERLET

[Mr. FERGUSON asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an article en-
titled “Protests Article on Insurance,” writ=
ten by Harry Perlet, and published in the
June 1950 issue of the American Bar Asso-
ciation Journal, which appears in the
Appendix. |

AWARD OF NOBEL PEACE PRIZE TO DR.
RALPH J. BUNCHE—ARTICLE FROM
BALTIMORE SUN

[Mr. O'CONOR asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the Recorp an article
entitled, “Nobel Peace Prize Goes To Dr,
Ralph Bunche,” published in the Baltimore
Bun of September 23, 1950, which appears in
the Appendix.]
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NEWSPAPER COMMENT REGARDING
SENATOR WILEY'S RECORD IN PUBLIC
OFFICE

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REecorp, a statement
prepared by him containing comments from
the press of Wisconsin and the Nation on
his record in public office, which appears
in the Appendix.]

NATIONAL PLANNING ASSOCIATION CASE
STUDY ON MARATHON CORP.

[Mr, WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp, a press release
issued by the National Planning Association,
dated September 22, 1950, dealing with the
Assoclation’s case study on the Marathon
Corp., which appears in the Appendix.]

THE INFAMQUS EATYN FOREST MAS-
SACRE OF POLISH ARMY OFFICERS—
ARTICLES FROM NEW YORK TIMES
AND ENIGHTS OF COLUMBUS MAGA-
ZINE, COLUMEIA

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an article en-
titled “United States Aide Blames Soviet on
Eatyn,” published in the New York Times of
September 10, 1948; also an article entitled
“New Light on the Katyn Murders,” written
by Julius Lada, and published in the Enights
of Columbus’ magazine, Columbia, which
appears in the Appendix.]

ALL AMERICAN CONFERENCE TO COMBAT
COMMUNISM

[Mr. MUNDT asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a bulletin en-
titled “All American Conference To Combat
Communism,” which will appear hereafter
in the Appendix.]

AN AMERICAN NATIONAL AND INTERNA-
TIONAL PROGRAM

Mr. GRAHAM, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point, as a part of my
remarks, a statement which I have pre-
pared, entitled “An American National
and International Program,”

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT oF FRANK P, GRAHAM, SENATOR
FroMm NoRTH CAROLINA
AN AMERICAN NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL
PROGRAM

The present crisis for human freedom
makes imperative (a) the national program
for a stronger America as the leader of the
free peoples and (b) the international pro-
gram for a stronger United Nations as the
chief hope of freedom and peace in the world.

A. America must be strong

1, In modern military, naval and air power
and civilian mobilization and controls of
prices, wages, manpower, materials, priori-
ties, and rationing required to meet the world
situation.

2. In atomic research; and in research on
all the frontlers of knowledge so as to be
ready for every emergency of national defense
and for every call of human freedom.

8. In reorganization of the Government
for efficiency and economy.

4. Fiscal policies with necessary economies
and required revenues for balancing the
budget as soon as possible without the de-
struction of the essential services of an
effective civilized society, without bringing
on a depression and without turning more of
the earth over to the Communist dictator=
ship.

5. The constant energlzing of our Amerl-
can free enterprise so as not to become the
privilege or the monopoly of the few but so
that its freedom, opportunities, and benefits
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shall be open to little-business men, big-
business men and all people in the American
way of fair competition.

6. Public power as an adjunct to the flood
control of a few major rivers to supplement
but not supplant private power as a basic
resource of agriculture, industry, the com-
munities, and the homes of the people.

7. Conservation of soils, forests, and water
resources; agricultural education, research,
extension, and home demonstration; rural
electrification and rural telephones; the con-
tinuance and improvement of the agricul-
tural parity price principle and the facilita-
tion of the marketing of perishable commodi-
ties so as to keep in fair relation the prices
the farmer receives and the prices the farmer
pays in recognition of the people who “labor
in the earth” (a) as equal partners in our
economic soclety and (b) as creators of the
foods and fibers which provide the sus-
tenance, the clothing and shelter for all the
families of men.

8. Sound industrial relations (a) through
responsible freedom of working people whose
self-organization is a great chapter in the
modern history of liberty; and (b) through
the equality of bargaining power between
representatives of labor and management
whose cooperation for gigantic production
unparalleled in history helped decisively to
win two world wars for human freedom and
can yet win the peace for the peoples of the
earth,

9. Local, State, and Federal cooperation
(a) for the prevention of even one lynching
by a mob in the South or by a gang in the
North and (b) for the abolition of the poll
tax as a prerequisite for voting; voluntary
cooperation for the utilization of the most
competent and available manpower for op-
timum production and national defense; and
continuous progress in the humane rela-
tions of the races through the influence of
religion and education in the minds and
hearts of the people as the sound basis of
enduring progress.

10. More equal educational opportunity
for all children in all States by Federal aid
to the SBtates for the schools but without
Federal control. i

11, The prompt carrying through of a fair
and decent housing program for veterans and
people of low income to provide their fam-
ilies and children with the homes wupon
which depend the freedom and morale, the °
stability and progress, the health and hap-
piness of many millions of the American
people.

12, Decent minimum wages and the wid-
ening of the base of social security to lift
the level of human liberty and increase the
purchasing power and job opportunities for
all people.

13. Private and public, local, Btate, and
Federal cooperation now in buillding more
hospitals and diagnostic facllities, in medi-
cal research; in the tralning of more doc-
tors, nurses, and medical technicians under
local and State control; in the Nation-wide
promotion of voluntary health insurance;
and a survey by a national commission par-
ticipated in by eminent representatives of
the medical and allied professions and lay
groups, as a basis for recommendations to
Congress for a hospital, medical care, and
research program which would preserve the
freedom of the medical profession on the
highest levels of sclence and service and
provide that no person in honest need would
be without competent and adequate medical
care in the Nation,

14. Requirement for the registration of the
officers of all organizations which seek to
control public opinion together with a state=-
ment of purposes, of membership and item-
ized sources of financial support and expend=
itures,

15. Careful and prompt administration of
the Displaced Persons Act as our fair and
responsible part of the international agree=-
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ment to provide refuge for the unfortunate
human beings left homeless and hopeless by
the march and countermarch of the armies
of the Fascist and Communist dictators.

16. Continuation of the wise policy of re-
ciprocal-trade agreements for the mutual
reduction of tariff walls and the facilitation
of trade between peoples to help close the
dollar gap, to promote the economic pros-
perity of the nations as part of the larger
program for the promotion of well-being
of all peoples; for relieving economic and
racial tensions, and for making more secure
the foundation of freedom and peace in the
world.

17. Adoption of the Genocide Convention
to prohibit the extermination of a race as a
crime against humanity.

B, The time for all people in America, as the
leader of the free peoples of the earth, to
stand united in support of stronger united
nations

We are today confronted with a world in
which over 700,000,000 people are under the
orders of the Imperialistic Communist dic=
tatorship; in which approximately 700,000,-
000 stand with us on the side of human
freedom, and in which over 700,000,000 are
not clear as to which side they are on.

It is imperative in such a world not only
that the people of the United States take
some next feasible steps forward for fairer
human relations in our own democracy, not
cnly that America be made stronger in mod-
ern military power, in economic production
and democratic morale, but also that Amer=
fcans of all races, regions, economic groups,
creeds, and national origins unite in sup-
port of a strong international program
against all dictatorships, all aggression, for
better international understanding, and for
freedom and peace in the world. The Amer-
ican foundations, already well laid for such
an international program, must be made
more secure,

1. A Strong International Program

The people of America must make certain
to the people of the Soviet Union that we
will go to war only in defense of freedom
against aggression in fulfillment of our ob-
ligations under the Charter of the United
Nations.

Let us make clear our faith in and sup-
port of :

1. The treaty of the Americas which bind
together 21 republics of the Western Hemi-
sphere for mutual defense and cooperation.

2. The Marshall plan to aid in the self-
recovery of the free nations devastated by
war to become renewed strongholds of free-
dom, the welfare of the people, and demo=
cratic self-defense.

3. The Atlantic Pact and military-assist=
ance plan with provision of modern Ameri=-
can military equipment and forces in Europe
under a single command for the colleciive
defense and mutual aid of any and all of
the 12 Atlantic nations.

4. The self-determination of western Ger-
many and West Berlin as now the best hope
of a free and united Germany and as a bul=
wark of freedom and democracy in an eco-
nomically integrated and politically united
western Europe.

5. The recently established self-determi=
nation of the peoples of India, Pakistan, Cey=
lon, Burma, the Near East, the Philippines
and Indonesia and the potential self-deter-
mination of the people of Japan, Korea,
Indochina, Malaya, and all the other Pacific
and Asiatic peoples as the basis for the Asian
conference and a devoutly to be wished
democratic Asian pact for freedom and peace.

6. An international study of the status
of Formosa under the auspices of the United
Nations as a basis for recommendation to
the United Nations. p

7. As soon as wisely feasible an African
conference in the interest of more self=
determination of the peoples of Africa,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

8. Point IV of the President’s program for
technical assistance to thespeople of unde-
veloped areas to lift the level of economic
production and social well-being as the basls
for a more general prosperity, freedom, and
peace in the world.

9. The Voice of America and an interna-
tional program of information about the
American people, their yearning for peace
with the Russian people, their good will and
hopes for the freedom and peace of all
peoples,

II. Through the Iron Curtain and to All
People

The main purposes of the manifold Ameri=
can program is to strengthen freedom and
democracy in America and to advance free-
dom and peace in the world. The peoples
of America in particular and the democracies
in general in the global struggle for the mind
and spirit of man, must have the enthusiasm
and fervor of a great devotion to the human
freedom and dignity of all men as sons of
God and brothers of men on both sides of
the iron curtain. We must get through the
iron curtain with the truth to the great
Russian people to open their eyes to the dic=
tatorship which cuts them off from the
world, distorts thelr minds with falsehoods,
embitters their hearts with hate, stirs their
fears with alarms of aggression and war,
and enslaves their bodies, minds, and spirits
under the totalitarian tyranny of the police
state. We must make clear again and again
to the Russian people that the people of
America with all our faults and frustrations
have the freedom to seruggle for freedom,
that we covet no land, intend no aggression,
and want no war, We must make clear
again and again that we hate dictatorship,
abhor aggression, and fervently want friend-
ship and peace with the Russian people and
all peoples on this earth.

The free peoples of the earth must make
clear the nature of totalitarian dictatorship
to the hundreds of millions of the people
behind the iron curtain and to the bewil-
dered hundreds of millions of people wav=
ering between choosing, on the one hand, the
slower but more enduring ways of freedom
and democracy, and on the other hand,
choosing the quickest ways and false prom-
ises of both fascism and communism, It
must be made vividly clear that the revolu-
tion, which proclaimed the liberation of
workers, has liquidated countless millions of
workers and has enslaved millions more in
enforced bondage; that the dictatorship,
which declared itself the champion of little
nations, has broken its promises to them,
prohibited free elections and locked them
behind the prison walls of the police state;
and that the dictatorship which declared
itself the transition to freedom, equality
and peace has become a fization for increas=
ing tyranny, imperialism and war.

Fascism, communizm and imperialism
must be exposed and denounced for what
they are. Denunciation is not enough. The
Treaty of the Americas, the Western Euro-
pean Union, the Atlantic Pact, and the
Asian Conference must be sustained, Trea-
ties and pacts are not enough. National de-
fense and military assistance programs must
be made adequate agalnst the monstrous
threats of totalitarian tyranny. Armaments
are not enough. More strategic than For=-
mosa, stronger for defense than the Pyrenees,
and more enduring than all the strongholds
of reaction, are the stuff of the human spirit,
the faith in the minds and hearts of the peo-
ple, their democractic morale, their determi=
nation for self-determination against re-
actionary and colonial regimes, their will to
resist aggression and dictatorship and to ad-
vance the freedom and well being of people
everywhere.

America and the peoples of the whole free
world must reveal themselves not only as
defenders of human freedom but also as
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champions of human welfare, not only as
foes of privilege and monopoly but also as
promoters of the liberties and opportunities
increasingly being made open to all people,
The free peoples must stand forth, not only
as stanch defenders of the old Bill of Rights
for freedom of assembly, worship, speech,
publication, elections, enterprise, and due
process of law for equal justice, but also as
advancing champions of the equal opportu-
nity of the people to know, and of their chil-
dren to be educated and to understand
themselves, their fellows, and the world in
which they live; to a fair chance to own and
use the land; to organize and bargain col-
lectively; to fair wages, decent conditions of
life, labor, and housing; to security against
disease, old age, and the hazards of modern
economic society.

The free peoples must make clear to all
men that the highest advances in the hu-
man pilgrimage from savagery to civiliza-
tion have not been made by dictatorship,
aggression and war but by the victories of
free and creative cooperation for liberty and
security against the common dangers of the
jungle and the wilderness and then against
the common hagzards of our modern dynamic
society. The broader the democracies make
the base of economic opportunity and se-
curity the higher become the levels of in-
dividual initiative and human liberty.

In the transition from the household, local
and regional economies to the national and
world economies, modern democracy must
safeguard both the freedom of the individ-
ual and the welfare of the people by making
progressively intelligent adjustments of the
local-national structure of our modern free
dynamic society. They must also keep in
progressive balance the rightful responsibili-
ties and functions of both the local com=-
munity and the Nation against the single
consolidation of power in a totalitarian police.
state. The people of the free world must
emphasize the historic fact that the advanc=-
ing freedom of the individual and the in-
creasing well being of the people, thus bal-
anced, are the two sides of the shield of
democracy which would protect the people
from the false promises and the cruel power
of the Fascist and Communist totalitarian
states.

The resurgence of democracy in the British
Commonwealth, in western Germany, in the
western European—Mediterranean-Atlantic-
American world, and the insurgence of na-
tionalism in the Asiatic-Pacific world, are
not, as the reactionaries fear and the to-
talitarians hope, the tired sigh of a demo-
cratic age that is dying, but, as all free men
pray, the fresh breath of a new age that is
being born. The free peoples must make
clear through their leaders in the West and
in the East that they want for all nations
freedom and security, justice and peace in
a world in which the people, with lessening
fear and despair, as part of the struggles
of the human pilgrimage, can hopefully
dream dreams of a fairer day for themselves
and their children,

II1. Resolute Support of the Principles of the
United Nations

We have committed ourselves, with the
other free peoples, to fulfill the obligations
of the Charter of the United Nations. Let
us make clear our resolute support of the
United Nations:

1. By making clear to any and all aggres-
sors that the United Nations, by its coura-
geous stand in South Korea, risked the mili-
tary disaster of a Dunkirk to avold the moral
disaster of a Munich,

2. By making clear its unshakable deter-
mination to stop aggression there and any-
where in fulfillment of the obligations of
the Charter of the United Nations,

8. By proposing the establishment of the
Voice of the World under the direction of
the United Nations for th2 promotion of
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international understanding through accu-
rate information regarding hoth the pro=-
ceedings of the United Nations and the
course of international affairs.

4. By working toward a world situation In
which it would be possible and wise to hold
an international conference of the nations
for—

(a) International disarmament through
the agreement of all nations;

(b) International control and inspection
of the sources and production of atomic
power;

(¢) Amendments to the Charter of the
United Nations for—

(1) The abolition or restriction of the
veto against its abuse by any nation.

(2) The strengthening of the World Court
to provide original jurisdiction against
crimes committed in violation of the Char=
ter of the United Natlons.

(3) The widening of the responsibility of
the Assembly do as, for example, to provide
for the Assembly’s right to make recommen=
dations regarding matters on the agenda of
the Security Couneil.

(4) The establishment of an international
police force responsible to the United Na-
tions strong enough to prevent aggression
and preserve the peace of the world.

CONCLUSION

In the little Republic of South Korea an
international police force s being assembled
in response to the call of the United Nations
and the moral opinion of mankind. Back of
the local struggle of arms in Korea is the
global war of ideas In our generation. Under
the blue and white fiag of the United Nations
the physical boundaries of the little Republic
of South Korea have been widened to the
spiritual horizons of the free world. The
aggression of international communism
against the freedom of South Eorea is an

assault upon the moral foundations of the.

freedom and peace of the world. The United
Nations, in taking a stantl there, and the
President of the United States, in giving the
order for American troops to fight on that
peninsula many thousand miles from home,
in the face of the potential pressure of ac-
cumulated power reaching across the un=
broken land mass of two continents, made
one of the most heroic decisions of modern
history. In a world darkened under the ex-
tension of the iron curtain over the hopes of
the peoples in the west and in the east, the
United Nations, in risking its existence, has
saved its life with a moral idealism which
rekindles the faith of free men everywhere.

The United Nations In resisting the ag=
gression of a ruthless and cynical dictator=
ship, must, if necessary, fight on strategic
fronts with modern equipped military forces,
with technical and economic assistance for
the increased opportunities and well-being
of all people, and with the ideas of the free-
dom, the dignity, and spiritual autonomy
of human beings everywhere. May the un-
furling of the flag of the United Nations
in South Eorea mean the ralsing of the
standard of freedom against aggression now
and at all times, there and anywhere on
this earth, however vast and unbroken be
the land mass of the aggressor and how=
ever secret be the time-table of the dictator.
‘We pray God that the stand of the United
Nations against aggressors in Korea will
make for freedom and peace in the world.

As the people of all races and reglons,
nations and stations, colors and creeds, look
to the flag of the United Nations, may they
have a new birth of the freedom to struggle
for freedom, a new faith in themselves and
their fellowmen, and a new vision, under
God, of equal opportunities for their chil-
dren and a new hope for justice and peace
for all people on this earth. The peoples
of the Nation and colonies, the islands and
continents, white, black, yellow, red, and
brown people, men, women, and their chile
dren everywhere, their freedom and dignity,
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opportunities and hopes, these are the sacred
cause for whichs the flag of the United Na-
tions calls us to the great crusade of the
peoples against any materialistic, imperial=
istic, totalitarian, and ideological tyranny
over the bodies, minds, and spirit of people
anywhere on this earth.

As we look across our broken and desper=-
ate world and down the centuries of our
modern times, we are reminded that our
earth is being made one world in the inter=
dependence of peoples either for the de-
struction of themselves and their civiliza=
tion or for the creative cooperation of
nations for the freedom, welfare, and peace
of a fairer civilization for all peoples.

By the dynamics of the electromagnetic
needle of the mariner's compass, the com=-
mercial revolution of the late fifteenth cen=
tury and since, tied the continents, islands,
oceans, seas, and all the nations together in
one commercially interdependent world. By
the dynamics of the steam, electric, and gas
power engines, the industrial revolution of
the late eighteenth century and since, has
bound the nations together in one induse
trially interdependent world. By the high
potentials of nuclear power, the atomic revo=
lution of the mid-twentleth century, has
linked the peoples of this earth together with
the potential doom or the humane hopes
of the common destiny of all the sons of
men. By the moral dynamics of the peoples®
aspirations for human freedom, the politi=
cally self-determining and the democratically
interdependent peoples of the earth, con-
fronted with the fact of the international
Communist conspirficy and with the threat
of a global totalitarian dictatorship, are
drawn together by a common cause for the
international defense of human liberty. The
United Nations has taken its courageous
stand agalnst this monstrous threat and also
seeks to bring under international political
mastery the commercial, industrial, and
atomie international framework of dynamic
power for the weal rather than the woe of
the peoples of the earth.

A dynamic, more powerful than the elec-
tromagnetic compass, stronger than the
power engine, more potential than atomic
power, and more fundamental than the con-
trois and hopes of the United Nations, great-
er than all these, is the moral dynamic of
the spiritual revolution in the teachings of
Jesus who lived and died that people every-
where might be free and equal in the
brotherhood of all men under the Father-
hood of God who “made of one blood all the
nations of men for to dwell in all the face of
the earth.”

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS SIGNED

A mesage from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr, Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills:

S.450. An act to amend the Civil Aeronau-
tics Act of 1938, as amended, by providing
for the delegation of certain authority of
the Secretary of Commerce and of the Ad-
ministrator of Civil Aeronautics, and for
other purposes;

S.3504. An act to promote the develop-
ment of improved transport aircraft by pro-
viding for the operation, testing, and modi=
fication thereof; and

5.3860. An act to amend subsection (b)
of section 10 of the act of June 26, 1884, as
amended (U. 8. C., title 46, sec. 599 (b)).

REMOVAL OF RACIAL BARS IN NATURALI-
ZATION OF CERTAIN ASIATICS

Mr, LUCAS. Mr. President, I desire
to address an inquiry to the chairman
of the Judiciary Committee with respect
to House Joint Resolution 238, which is
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now pending in the Senate, and as to
which the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee has written me a letter dated
September 23, 1950. It is my under-
standing that the able chairman of the
Judiciary Committee desired to ask for
consideration of the joint resolution fol-
lowing the disposition of the veto mes-
sage on the internal security bill, but,
according to the letter which he has
written me, I now assume that for good
reasons he does not intend to do that.
I should like to have a short statement
from him before I place the letter in the
RECORD.

Mr. McCARRAN. I hope the Senator
from Illinois will place in the RECORD my
letter, which was written to him today.
I did not desire to bring up the veto
message on the joint resolution for the
reason that the matter referred to in the
President’s veto is a matter which was
put in the bill in conference, at the in-
stance of the conferees on the part of
the Senate. The substance of that mat-
ter has now been made law by the bill
which has just been passed by the Senate,

The provision which involves the citi-
zenship of Asiatics is a separate feature
of the bill. It is my judgment that the
best procedure would be, as soon as Con-
gress reconvenes, to bring in a bill hav-
ing to do solely with the matter of
citizenship of the Asiatics involved, and
let the Congress act on that bill, inas-
much as we already have taken care of
the other matter which was involved in
the veto message.

Mr. LUCAS. Then I understand the
Senator to mean that when Congress re-
turns on November 27, a hew bill could
be drawn in substantially the same lan-
guage as the bill which was passed by the
Senate, before it went to conference, and
got into difficulties there and subse-
quently was returned with the Presi-
dent’s veto.

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, with that
statement, I desire to place in the ReCord
at this point a letter from the chairman
of the Judiciary Committee, which fully
explains this measure. .

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorD,
as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
September 23, 1950.
Hon. Scorr W. Lucas,
Majority Leader, United Stales Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR: As you know, the Presi-
dent's veto message on House Joint Resolu-
tion 238 is pending in the Senate; but be-
cause of the present parliamentary situa-
tion, the gquestion of whether this resolution
should pass, the objections of the President
to the contrary notwithstanding, cannot be
brought up for a vote until after Senate ac-
tion on the guestion of overriding the Presi-
dent’s veto of H. R. 9490, the internal secu-
rity bill,

It is my best judgment that under these
circumstances, House Joint Resolution 238
should not be brought up.

In the first place, while the provisions in
House Joint Resolution 238 respect.mg the
prohibition of naturalization of subversives
are substantially similar to provisions which
are contained in H. R. 9490, they are not
identical. The provisions in H. R. 9400 were
rewritten so as to key in with other provie
slons of that internal security bill. In both
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H. R. 9400 and House Joint Resolution 238,
however, these immigration amendments
would be accomplished by amending section
305 of the Nationality Act of 1940; and in
each case the proposed amendment consti-
tutes a complete rewriting of that section.
Therefore, if H. R. 8490 should become law,
as anticipated, through action of the Senate
in overriding the President’s veto, section 305
of the Nationality Act of 1940 would be
amended, in accordance with the provisions
of section 25 of H. R. 9490; and if, thereafter,
House Joint Resolution 238 should become
law, through action of the Senate in over-
riding the President's veto, section 305 of the
Nationality Act of 1940 would be again
amended; and the effect of this second
amendment would be to undo what had been
accomplished under H. R. 9490, by way of
placing section 305 of the Nationality Act of
1940 in line with other provisions and results
of the Internal Security Act.

Secondly, as you know, the portions of
House Joint Resolution 238 to which the
President objects and upon which his veto
of that resolution was based are provisions
added in conference upon the insistence of
the Senate conferees, of whom I was one.
Substantially similar provisions are con-
tained in H. R. 94890, which I believe is cer-
tain to be passed over the President’s veto.
Therefore, it will be possible to introduce a
clean bill, without these provisions, when
the Senate comes back in November. This
bill could contain only the provisions re-
specting removal of the racial ban on eligi-
bility to naturalization, In this form, the
President would, surely, have no objection
to the bill; and with the controversial
amendments removed, there should be no
difficulty in getting the bill promptly passed
in both Houses of the Congress. If such a bill
is not promptly introduced by the sponsors
of House Joint Resolution 238, it will be my
purpose to introduce 1it.

Under all the circumstances, I hope you
will agree with me respecting the wisdom
of not attempting to bring up at this time
the question of overriding the President's
veto on House Joint Resolution 238.

Kindest personal regards.

Sincerely,
PaT McCarraN,
Chairman,

SCOTT W. LUCAS

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
do not wish to take up the time of the
Senate at this late hour, when we are
about to adjourn. However, none of my
colleagues will begrudge me a few mo-
ments to say a word of appreciation for
our majority leader [Mr. Lucas] for the
fine work he has done not only for this
Senate but for the country as a whole in
performing his duties as majority leader.
My colleagues will pardon this personal
reference but perhaps I know more than
most the patience, the tact, the wide
knowledge of legislation, the devotion to
long hours of thankless duty that is in-
volved in the job of carrying out the
majority leadership. I have no doubt
that on both sides of this aisle there is
complete agreement that the senior Sen-
ator from Illinois has performed his
duties capably, conscientiously, and in
superlative degree. The record of this
Congress is in large part a monument to
Scorr Lucas.

He will be recorded in legislative his-
tory as a leader who has made a record
which has never been surpassed. All too
often we in Congress and the people take
things for granted; I think it fitting that
*he Recorp show what we think of the
senior Senator from Illinois and how in-
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valuable his services and knowledge is to
this Senate. He is deserving of the
commendation and congratulations of
all of us.

PURCHASE OF THE VESSELS “MARIPOSA"
AND “MONTEREY"”

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of House bill 9626, Calendar
No. 2582, authorizing the Secretary of
Commerce to purchase the vessels Mari-
posa and Monterey.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That mo-
tion, if adopted, would displace the un-
finished business.

Does the Senator ask unanimous con-
sent that the unfinished business be tem-
porarily laid aside, and that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of House
bill 9626, to which he has just referred?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; I make that
request, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the bill by title, for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
9626) , authorizing the Secretary of Com-
merce to purchase the vessels Mariposa
and Monterey.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Washington?

Mr. WHERRY. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. President, I should like to
ask the distinguished Vice President
what the unfinished business is.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The unfin-
ished business is the conference report
on the so-called slot-machine bill, A

Following that, the unfinished busi=-
ness, which was temporarily laid aside,
prior to consideration of the slot-ma-
chine bill, is the bill amending the Rail-
way Labor Act.

Following that, the unfinished busi-
ness is the amendment to the Railway
Labor Act; is that correct?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes, al-
though really there are two measures
which are unfinished business.

Mr, WHERRY. Let me put the ques-
tion in this way, then: The most recent
unfinished business, which really now

‘would be the pending business, is the

conference report on the slot-mahcine
bill. Is that correct?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. WHERRY. This motion, if

agreed to, would displace only the con-"

ference report on the slot machine bill,
would it not?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes, tempo-
rarily.

Mr. WHERRY. Unanimous consent is
required in connection with the request
now before us; and there are two or
three Members who were interested in
this bill. They said it was highly con-
troversial. I think the Senator from
Delaware [Mr, WiLLiams] is one of them.

Mr. MAGNUSON. He is present.

Mr. WHERRY. Isimply wonder what
the plans are, if I may inquire of the
distinguished majority leader.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Let me answer
that question, please. On this bill, I
shall take only 215 or 3 minutes. I do
not know how long the Senator from
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Delaware will take on it. It is an emer-
gency measure which must be passed at
this session, thus making it permissible
for the Secretary of Commerce to pur-
chase two ships which can immediately
be converted into troop ships—in fact,
the only two ships in the United States
which are available for that purpose.

Mr. WHERRY. Let me make a fur-
ther inquiry, Mr. President: Did not the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] have
some question about these ships a year
or so ago?

Mr, MAGNUSON. If the Senator will
allow me to have 2 minutes, I can explain
that matter.

There is a claim involving a steamship
company and the two vessels, but that
has nothing to do with this bill; that is
a separate matter, one between the
Maritime Commission and the General
Accounting Office, and it simply comes
over from World War II.

The bill to which I now refer relates
to permitting the Government to pur-
chase the ships, which are needed as
troop transports.

Mr. LUCAS. - Mr, President, reserv-
ing the right to object, if this matter is
going to call for long debate, I shall de-
mand the regular order, because there
is on the calendar a bill of which we have
been trying to make some disposition for .
about 10 days. I think it should have
priority, for it is the unfinished busi-
ness.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President——

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Delaware will have an op-
portunity to speak, and I shall take only
2 minutes of the Senate’s time.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am
reserving the right to object. If the
Senator from Washington wishes to
speak before he puts his unanimous-
consent request, that will be all right.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The request
already is pending,

Mr. . Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I wish to
point out that if the Secretary of De-
fense needs these ships, under existing
law the Secretary of Defense has full
authority to take them. He could have
taken them a year ago or 6 months ago.
All that is necessary is that the Presi-
dent approve their needs under section
902.

Mr. MAGNUSON, The Senator can
make a speech later. :

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I
have the floor, I have reserved the right
to object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Delaware has reserved the right
to object.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Isay that under sec-
tion 902 they have the right to take the
ships at any time they see fit.

This measure will be a highly contro-
versial one, involving the turning of the
ships over to the Department of Defense,
and I know that several Senators will
speak on this measure this afternoon if
this bill is made the pending business.

I myself will not speak at any great
length,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, if
the Senator will permit me to follow him,
he can speak as long as he wishes to.
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Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I was
simply stating that I understand there
will be several other speeches on the bill,
because this measure is a highly contro-
versial one. It has been before the Sen-
ate on three different occasions—in 1948,
in 1949, and again in 1950. It is being
brought before us now, at the conclusion
of the session, as a great national emer-
gency. But, Mr. President, this bill
scarcely differs in one comma from the
bill as it was before us 3 years ago.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is, Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Washington?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Delaware objects.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
should like to make a short statement.

Mr. LUCAS., Mr. President, I demand
the regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular
order is demanded, and objection has
been made. The matter is disposed of.

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr,. President, I
desire to get the floor in my own right
‘for about 2 minutes, if I may be recog-
nized at this time on the pending
business.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The pending
business is the slot-machine conference

. report.

Mr. MAGNUSON.
recognition.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
recognizes the Senator from Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Delaware apparently did
not want to allow me to make a short
statement on this bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. No, I do not yield
to the Senator from Delaware, at all,
These two ships, which are available in
the United States, are the only two ships,
the Defense Department has said, which
could be made into troop ships within
a8 period of 60 days. They will carry
7,000 troops each. The bill was passed
unanimously by the House, and was re-
ported by the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, with strong let-
ters of endorsement from the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Navy Depart-
ment, stating that they want these ships
as soon as they can get them, Because
we are so short of troop ships, an order
has been issued to take over the greaft
liner, the United States, which is to be
converted into a troop ship. The two
passenger ships that the American
Transit Line owns are now launched,
but it will be months before they are
ready. These are the only two avail-
able ships, which, according to the testi-
mony, can be converted within a period
of 60 days. We need them.

The Senator from Delaware is talking

- about two ships which were taken in
World War II, and which, under the
Merchant Marine Act of 1936, were re-
turned to the company. There was some
trouble over the reconversion price.
That has nothing to do with this bill
at all. This matter is being made the
subject of mnegotiations between the
Government through the General Ac-

Then I ask for
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counting Office, and the steamship
company, the Oceanic Steamship Co.

The Department of Defense wants
these ships. They are not concerned
with an old claim, or with going around
with a lantern into closets to dig up some
ghosts, and to get into an argument over
what they are going to pay for them.
The bill merely authorizes the Secretary
of Commerce to negotiate the purchase.
I have faith in Mr. Sawyer that he will
get a good price for the Government.
I have called him up suggesting that
before he suggests the price, he call the
Senator from Delaware and confer with
him. I do not think he knows as much
about ship prices as I do, but I am sure
the Maritime Board does.

Mr. CORDON. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Inamoment. Mr.
President, this is emergency legislation.
All the testimony is to that effect, and I
am trying to obtain two troop ships to
be used in the emergency in which we
find ourselves. If any Senator wants
to object, that will be his responsibility,
not mine. That is a statement of what
this bill is about.

The VICE PRESIDENT.. Objection
having been heard, the bill is not before
the Senate,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point as a part of
my remarks a statement which I have
prepared on the subject dealt with by
House bill 9626.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MAGNUSON

On pages 80 and Bl of Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, will be found section 802, provid-
ing method of requisition of vessels and
standard of compensation,

It is true that section 802 of the act givea
the Maritime Commission the power to reg=-
uisition for use or for purchase—the same
power requested by H. R. 9626. The main
element of difference is that under section
902 it would be necessary for the President
to (a) i1ssue a proclamation of national emer=
gency, or a proclamation that the security

of national defense makes requisition ad-,

visable.

In view of the fact that the President has
been avoiding official proclamation of emer-
gency, with a very laudable view of striving
to localize the Korean war, it is entirely
probable that the Navy and Maritime Admin-

istration consider that the President would

not want to declare a national emergency
for the sole purpose of requisitioning two
ships. The importance of H. R. 9626 is that
it would permit the Navy and the Commis-
slon to secure the vessels and be ready for
any emergency while relieving the President
of the necessity of making a public procla-
mation as required by section 802.

It should be further noted that the stand=
ard of compensation provided by H. R. 8626
is exactly the same as the standard provided
by section 802, and that In each instance
the Government agency which would make
the negotiation is the same agency, that is,
the Maritime Commission. It would follow
that if the objectors have no objection to
requisition for use or purchase under section
902, they cannot logically have any objection
to this bill unless they want to take it upon
themselves to say that there is no need for
the vessels at this time and place their judg-
ment against the judgment of the Navy.
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Other possible reasons that make H. R.
9626 advisable at the moment are:

1. It provides for acquisition and construc-
tion.

2. It makes clear that suitable materials
can be purchased, which might not be clear
under section 802,

The whole purpose is to meet the need now
and to save the time that would have to be
used in the completion of the vessels il the
President should later declare a national
emergency. This Is stated well by Assistant
Secretary of the Navy Koehler, page 48, when
he said:

“Necessary steps should be taken to com-
plete them as troop transports in view of
the present world situation. * * * Their
conversion at this time concurrently with
construction would reduce, to some extent,
the troop-ship shortages that will exist dur-
ing the first few months of a national emer-
gency."”

The two volumes of the hearings will be
found ‘that Admiral Cochran and Secretary
Eoehler's testimony, facts relating to troop
lifting capacity (4,5600-7,000 men), speed (22
knots), time for completion (3 to 6 months),
and savings of millions of dollars.

NoTeE.—The hearings refer to H. R. 9534,
which was predecessor of H. R. 9626, but the
facts are the same. H. R. 8534 would have
given power to purchase generally vessels,
It was considered too broad and H. R. 9626
followed to authorize purchase of the only
two vessels that the Navy says would suit its
purposes. In view of the speed of these ves-
sels, it might be worth while to think of their
value considering increased speed of Snorkel
submarines.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion now is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, in re-
ply to the Senator from Washington, I
repeat—and there is no contradiction of
the statement—that under section 902
of the existing law the Secretary of De-
fenrce can, with the approval of the Pres-
ident, take control of these ships at any
time he sees fit. That could have been
done months ago if the President felt
this emergency justified such action,
Why did the Senator from Washington
fail to support the testimony by these
same authorities last week when they op-
posed the transfer of 10 C—4's to the
Great Lakes for an insignificant fraction
of the cost. Where was this national
emergency then?

On that occasion the Senator from
Washington [Mr, MacnNuson], over the
combined opposition of every member
of the Defense Establishment, over the
opposition of the National Security Re-
sources Board, stood on the Senate
floor urging passage of a bill authorizing
shipping companies of 10 C—4's—modern
ships, only about 4 years old—ships
which cost the Government over $45,-
000,000. He then sponsored legislation
selling these ships for only $1,500,000,
or 3% percent of their original cost,
These were practically new ships.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think the Senate
did that.
Mr. CORDON, Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not at this time. I
repeat, last week the Senator from
Washington, over the opposition of every
branch of the Defense Department, stood
here on the Senate floor urging that au-
thority be given to transfer these 10 mod-
ern ships to the Great Lakes shipping
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companies for $1,500,000, at a loss to
the taxpayers of over $40,000,000. This
bill before us today was before the Senate
in 1948, when it was rejected. It was
before the Senate again in 1949, and was
again rejected. It is before us again to-
day proposing that the Government buy
these two 20-year-old ships at an exor-
bitant price. I say to the Senator from
Washington that if our defenses are in
such shape that these are the only two
available ships that we have for carry-
ing troops, we had better call the Defense
Department to find out what is wrong.
Where are the troop ships of the last
war? Those are questions which should
be answered.

Why did you last week sell those other
10 ships over the opposition of the De-
fense Department if they are needed so
badly?-

You had better make up your mind,
you change sides so fast I cannot keep
up with you.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
there are in mothballs at Baltimore two
troopships which are not being used, the
Washington and one of the General
ships, as I understand?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is as I under-
stand.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Therefore, these are
not the only two ships available for
transport purposes.

Mr. WILLIAMS, The Senator from
Ilinois is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It might have been
better to look into the question of the
two ships at Baltimore, which might
have been obtained by the Government
for purposes of transport without cost.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is my position.
These ships mentioned in this bill would
have to be reconverted and made ready
for use in carrying troops. The 10 ships
which the Senator from Washington ad-
vocated giving to the Great Lakes ship-
ping companies, or practically giving
them to those companies, were already in
shape to carry troops. I wish the Sena-
tor from Washington would display as
much interest in the American taxpayers
as he does in these shipping companies.

Mr. President, I want to say that I
have been in attendance of the Senate,
as has every other Member here, for
nearly 30 consecutive hours. I do not
think we are going to pass any construc-
tive legislation from here on to the end
of the session. I should be perfectly
willing to come back Monday morning
and start again, if there are bills which
have to be considered, but I am unwilling
to begin their consideration tonight for
a long series of debates. Iam wondering
whether the Senator from Illinois has
any particular legislation that he feels
should be brought up, if not, I intend to
move to adjourn.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

XCVI——980
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PROHIBITION OF TRANSPORTATION OF
GAMELING DEVICES IN INTERSTATE
AND FOREIGN COMMERCE—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
before the Senafe is on agreeing to the
conference report. The debate, at pres-
ent, is out of order, because the subject
is not before the Senate.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr, President, I
withhold my suggestion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will recognize some Senator who knows
what he wanis to do about this con-
ference report.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr,
President, I ask unanimous consent to
lay aside temporarily the conference re-
port on the slot machine bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I under-
stand the pending business is the bill
S. 3295, known as the railroad labor
union shop bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct. It is the unfinished business.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, we are
about to wind up this session of the Con-
gress, at least until next November, and
I hope the Senate will be patient and
that no Senator will, when he gets the
floor, move to adjourn to that time, be-
cause there is more business to be taken
care of. I shall presently move that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
executive business. There are some
nominations of judges to be confirmed.
I hope that no Senator will move to ad-
journ. I ask Senators to abide by that
kind of decision. We shall be through
in another hour or two, I am sure. I
am very anxious to get along with the
unfinished business and to make some
sort of disposition of it. The bill has
been before us for 10 days or 2 weeks,
and I think the Senate ought to dispose
of it one way or another tonight.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL-
LAND] is very anxious about the confir-
mation of certain nominations. The
same is apparently true of other Sena-
tors. If the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hivrn] will yield, I propose to move that
the Senate proceed to go into executive
session. I shall ask that the unfinished
business be temporarily laid aside so we
can proceed with certain nominations.

Mr. HILL., Mr. President, I am glad
to yield so that an executive session may
be held,

Mr. LUCAS. Very well. I shall move
that the Senate go into executive session,
and then we can resume consideration
of the bill of which the Senator has
charge.

Mr, HILL. I yield to the leader.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dges the
Senator from Illinois move that the Sen-
ate proceed to consider executive busi-
ness?

Mr. LUCAS. Yes.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I am not
going to object, we do not have a printed
calendar. I should like to make the re-
quest that when the nominations are
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brought forward we may receive an ex-
planation concerning them. The Senate
should have some opportunity to know
who the nominees are.

Mr. LUCAS. They are emergency
nominations.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr., LUCAS. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to consider
executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider executive
business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

REPORTS FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, from
the Committee on the Judiciary I report
favorably the following nominations.

Hon. Louie W. Strum, of Florida, to
be United States circuit judge, fifth cir-
cuit, vice Hon. Curtis L. Waller, de-
ceased;

Bryan Simpson, of Florida, to be
United States district judge for the
southern district of Florida, vice Hon.
Louie W. Strum, elevated;

John Norwood McKay, of Louisiana, to
be United States attorney for the eastern
district of Louisiana, vice James Skelly
Wright, elevated; -

James T. Gooch, of Arkansas, to be
United States attorney for the eastern
district of Arkansas. He is now serving
in this office under an appointment
which expired May 27, 1950;

Respess S. Wilson, or Arkansas, to be
United States attorney for the western
district of Arkansas. He is now serving
in this office under an appointment
which expired May 13, 1950; and

Noble V. Miller, of Arkansas, to be
United States marshal for the eastern
district of Arkansas. He is now serving
in this office under an appointment
which expired May 13, 1850.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the reports will be received.

Mr. McCARRAN. I ask unanimous
consent for the immediate consideration
of the nominations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none.

UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, some
brief time ago certain nominations came
from the White House. Since that time
there has been no regular meeting of
the Commitiee on the Judiciary. The
nomination of Hon. Louie W. Strum, of
Florida, to be United States circuit
judge, fifth circuit, vice Hon. Curtis L.
Waller, deceased, is now before the Sen-
ate, having been reported from the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary,

The members of the bar of Florida
who were in Washington in attendance
on the meeting of the American Bar

]
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Association, consisting of the past presi-
dents from the State of Florida and the
newly elected president of the American
Bar Association, together with other
members of the bar of Florida, called on
the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary in furtherance of the promo-
tion of Judge Strum. The Governor of
the State of Florida also visited the
chairman of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. There seemed to be quite unani-
mous approval in Florida of the promo-
tion of Judge Strum from the district
court to the circuit court of appeals.
On behalf of the committee, I now ask
unanimous consent that the nomination
of Judge Strum be confirmed by the
Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall not
object, I wish to ask a question or two,
on points which have not been covered
in the statement made by the Senator
from Nevada, or if they were, I did not
hear them. Is this a reappointment?

Mr, McCARRAN. This is an appoint-
ment, promoting a judge from the dis-
trict court to the circuit court of ap-
peals.

Mr. HOLLAND. For the record,
speaking in behalf of my colleague [Mr,
Perper] as well as for myself, I should
like to state briefly the qualifications of
Judge Strum. Judge Strum served first
on the Supreme Court of the State of
Florida. About 19 years ago he was
appointed district judge. For many
years he has been our senior district
judge of the five district judges in our
State, and has sat many times with the
circuit court of appeals. He is now 60
years of age, but with an unusually great
judicial experience, and, if I may say so,
with a unique judicial standing in the
bar and the bench of Florida.

If I may amplify the statement of the
distinguished chairman, the American
Bar Association committee also unani-
mously approved Judge Strum, and a
member of that committee from our ecir-
cuit, Mr. Miller, from Baton Rouge, La.,
also called upon the chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary to express
the approving views of the American Bar
Association. Former Senator Scott Lof-
tin of Florida, a former president of the
American Bar Association, followed the
same course.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, may I
ask one more question of the chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary? It
has been my position not to grant unani-
mous consent to confirm a judge of our
civil courts. I think it is only fair that
they be acted upon in the regular pro-
cedure. But this nomination has been
reported from the committee, and all that
is being waived, as I understand, is the
procedure with respect to when the nom-
ination should come before the Senate.

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. There is no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob=
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Mr, McCARRAN, The next nomina=
tion is that of Bryan Simpson, of Florida,

L]
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to be United States district judge for the
southern district of Florida, vice honor-
able Louie W. Strum, elevated.

The nomination was sent to the com-
mittee from the White House a few days
ago with the request that there be a
special meeting of the Committee on the
Judiciary to consider this nomination.
The nominee is now ocupying a place on
the State court of the State or Florida.
He is promoted from the State court to
the United States District Court. Again
I may say that he has the endorsement of
both the Senators from the State of
Florida, and has the endorsement of the
State Bar Association of the State of
Florida. He has the endorsement of the
members of the American Bar Associa-
tion from the State of Florida, and the
judieial division of the American Bar As-
sociation.

I ask for the present consideration of
this nomination.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the nomination?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv=
ing the right to object, I wish to ask a
question concerning this nomination. It
is my understanding that this nomina-
tion has also been approved unanimously
by the committee.

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob~
jection, the nomination is confirmed,

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Mr. McCARRAN. The next nomina-
tion is that of Respess S. Wilson of
Arkansas, to be United States attorney
for the western district of Arkansas. He
is now serving in this office under an
appointment which expired May 31, 1950.
This nominee has the approval of both
Senators from the State of Arkansas,
and I am authorized by the committee to
present the nomination.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for the present consideration of the
nomination.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I wish to ask the
same question respecting this nominee,

Mr, McCARRAN. The Senator from
Nevada gives the same answer as with
respect to the previous nominees.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the nomination? The Chair hears
none; and, without objection, the nomi-
nation is confirmed.

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the
next nomination is that of Noble V.
Miller, or Arkansas, to be United States
marshal for the eastern district of
Arkansas. He is now serving in this office
under an appointment which expired
May 13, 1950.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the nomination? The Chair hears none,
and, without objection, the nomination is
confirmed.

Mr. WHERRY. The nomination has
been reported favorably from the com-
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mittee, and the only variation from the
customary procedure is that the Senator
asks unanimous consent for immediate
consideration rather than have the
nomination go to the calendar and be
taken up later.

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and
without objection, the nomination is con-
firmed. The Chair will say that there is
no printed Executive Calendar.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, I
should like to make a brief statement re-
specting this nominee.

Mr. McCARRAN. Imay say that there
are other nominations which I should
like to present.

Mr. HOLLAND., Very well.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the
next nomination is that of John Nor-
wood McEKay, of Louisiana, to be United
States attorney for the eastern district
of Louisiana, vice James Skelly Wright,
elevated. This nominee has the endorse-
ment of both Senators from the State of
Louisiana, and has been screened so far
as eligibility is concerned. I ask unani-
mous consent that the rule be waived
and that the nomination may be con-
firmed by the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
Jection?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I ask the distin-
guished Senator if this nomination has
also been reported unanimously from
the committee?

Mr. McCARRAN. I may say that the
committee did not meet to consider this
nomination, but that the committee was
canvassed.

Mr. WHERRY. The committee was
polled?

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes.

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the nomination? The Chair hears none,
and without objection, the nomination
is confirmed.

Mr. McCARRAN, The next nomina-
tion is that of James T. Gooch, of Ar-
kansas, to be United States attorney for
the eastern district of Arkansas, He is
now serving in this office under an ap-
pointment which expired May 27, 1950.
He has the endorsement of both Sena-
tors from the State of Arkansas, and his
record warrants his confirmation. I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the nomination.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. WHERRY., Mr,. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I wish to ask the
same question about this nominee as I
did with respect to the others.

Mr, McCARRAN. I wish to make the
same answer, In place of holding a
meeting on the nomination, the members
of the committee were canvassed.

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the nomination? The Chair hears none,
and without objection, the nomination
is confirmed,
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PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare I ask unanimous consent to report
favorably the following-named candi-
dates for appointment in the regular
corps of the Public Health Service:

Louis Block to be scientist (equivalent
to the Army rank of major), effective
date of acceptance.

Bill H. Hoyer, Robert J. Fitzgerald,
and William F. Durham to be cenior
assistant scientists (equivalent to the
Army rank of captain), effeciive date of
acceptance.
~ Mary R. Lester to be senior assistant
nurse officer (equivalent to the Army
rank of captain), effective date of ac-
ceptance.

I ask for immediate consdderation of
the nominations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and, without objection, the nominations
are confirmed en bloc.

Mr. MURRAY, Mr. President, I wish
to say that these nominations and the
others I am about to report have the
unanimous endorsement of the commit-
tee. They are routine nominations.

From the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare I ask unanimous con-
sent to report favorably the following-
named candidates for appointment and
promotion in the regular corps of the
Public Health Service:

Philbrook H. Enight and Boris J.
Oshercoff to be assistant pharmacists
(equivalent to the Army rank of first
lieutenant), effective date of acceptance.

Jerome L. Singer and William L. Jenk-
ins to be assistant scientists (equivalent
to the Army rank of first lieutenant),
effective date of acceptance.

Margaret M. Sweeney, assistant nurse
officer, to be senior assistant nurse officer
(equivalent to the Army rank of cap-
tain).

Mr, President, I ask that the nomina-
tions be confirmed en bloc.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none and,
without objection, the nominations are
confirmed en bloe.

CONFIRMATION OF NOMINATION OF

EMORY BYINGTON SMITH

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, night before last, at 11:10
o'clock, my office was informed that the
Senate would adjourn immediately after
the Senator who had the floor finished
speaking, and that no further business
would be transacted. I went home be-
lieving nothing else would be taken up.
As soon as I reached home, a newspaper
called me to inform me that the nomi-
nation of Emory Byington Smith, of the
District of Columbia, had been confirmed
as an associate judge of the Municipal
Court for the District of Columbia. I
want it clearly stated on the record that
I did not withdraw my objection. If I
had been present, I would have objected
to the confirmation. I was absent only
because I had been told that no business
would be conducted after that hour,

Mr. LUCAS. One soft note in reply to
my good friend from South Carolina. I

. check-off.
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do not know who gave the information
to the Senator, but the Senator will
recall that on September 20, which was
Wednesday, I gave notice that we would
call an executive session the following
day.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
It was Mr. Baker who had informed my
office that no further business would be
transacted.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. LUCAS. 1 move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of legisla-
tive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

AUTHORIZATION OF AGREEMENTS PRO-
VIDING FOR UNION MEMBERSHIP
AMONG RAILWAY EMPLOYEES

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the Dill (8. 3295) to amend the
Railway Labor Act and to authorize
agreements providing for union mem-
bership and agreements for deductions
from the wages of carriers’ employees
for certain purposes and under certain
conditions.

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, Senate bill
3285, the bill before the Senate for con-
sideration, is intended to extend to em-
ployees and employers subject to the
Railway Labor Act, the right, now pos-
sessed by employees and employers in in-
dustry generally, to bargain collectively
with regard to the union shop and
The bill has been approved
unanimously by the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

Perhaps I should say at this point that
there is a very distinet difference between
& union shop, which is what we deal
with in this bill, and a closed shop. A
closed shop is one where an employee
has to be a member of the union before
he can receive employment by the par-
ticular industry or company. The union
shop is one where the employee becomes
a member of the union after his appoint-
ment, but is not a member before em-
ployment, and there is no requirement
that he be a member before t.he employ-
ment.

Mr. President, the bill was unanimous-
ly reported by the Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, but there were
three members of the committee, the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT], the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. DoNNELL], and
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr,
Smte]l, who felt that there were sev-
eral questions raised by the bill which
were not adequately or entirely taken
care of as they should be. These three
members reserved the right to offer such
amendments as they thought mighi be
fitting and might take care of the ques-
tions raised.

Since the report of the bill by unani-
mous action of the committee, these
amendments have been worked out, they
have been agreed upon, and on behalf
of the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tarr]l and myself, I have offered the
amendments. I should like at this time
to have the amendments reported so that
in my discussion I may discuss the bill
with the amendments.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. There are
committee amendments.

Mr. HILL. Let my amendments be
reported for the information of the Sen-
ate. They are amendments offered on
behalf of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tarr] and myself.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendments,

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, On page 2,
line 20, after the word “assessment”,
it is proposed to insert *(not including
fines and penalties)”; on page 2, line 21,
to strike out the comma, substitute a
colon, and the following: “Provided fur-
ther, That no such agreement shall re-
quirc membership in more than one labor
organization”; on page 3, to strike out
lines 6 and 7 and insert: “any periodin
dues, initiation fees, and assessment}
(not including fines and penalties), uni-
formly required as a condition of acquir-
ing or retaining memberchip: Provided,
That no such agreement shall be effec-
tive with respect to any individual em-
ployee until he shall have furnished the
employer with a written assignment to
the labor organization of such member-
ship dues, initiation fees, and assess-
ments, which shall be revocable in writ-
ing after the expiration of 1 year or upon
the termination date of the applicable
collective agreement, whichever occurs
sconer.”

Mr. HILI. Mr, President, the provi-
sions of the bill are necessary bescause
the Railway Labor Act in paragraphs 4
and 5 of section 2 now prohibits all forms
of union security agreements, including
the union shop.

Remember, what the bill does is merely
to remove this prohibition to the extent
of permitting the employer and employee
to bargain collectively as to whetiher or
not they will have a union shop, and if
they agree to the collective bargaining
process to have a union shop, then the
union shop is not any longer prohibited
by law, as it is today under the exist-
ing Railway Labor Act.

In addition, the bill would permit the
deduction from the wages of employees
of any dues, fees, assessments, or other
contributions payable to labor organiza-
tions. The bill would permit the in-
dividua! employees to give authority in
writing to the company to deduct these
dues, fees, or assessments as check-offs
for the benefit of the union.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, wiil
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. 1Iyield tothe Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. KEFAUVER. In other lines of
industry, aside from the railroad indus-
try, the same system is permitted, check-
ing off the dues, to be paid to the union,
where the union and the industry in-
volved agree to the check-off. Is that
not true?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly
correct. Under- the Taft-Hartley law,
which, as we know, applies to industry
generally, I might say all industry ex-
cept the railways and the airlines, the
employers and employees have this right
which we now seek through this bill to
give to the employers and employees of
the railroad industry, namely, the right
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to bargain collectively with the union
shop for the check-off.

The prohibitions now in the law deny
the right to bargain collectively for a
union shop and for the check-off were,
as I have said, made a part of the Rail-
way Labor Act of 1934, They were en-
acted into law against the background
of employer use of these agreements as
devices for establishing and maintaining
company unions, thus effectively depriv-
ing a substantial number of employees of
their rights to bargain collectively, It
is estimated that in 1934 there were over
700 agreements between carriers and
unions allezed to be company unions.
These agreements represented over 20
percent of the total number of agree-
ments in the industry.

It was because of this situation that
labor organizations did not oppose too
vigorously these prohibitions in the
statute, even though they applied to bona
fide trade-unions, as well as those under
the influence of the carriers.

Since the enactment of the 1934
amendments, company unions have vir-
tually disappeared in the railroad indus-
try. Labor organizations representing
employees in this industry and in the
airline industry now seek to gain for
themselves the right to bargain col-
lectively with regard to the union shop
and the check-off.

As was brought out by the Senator
from Tennessee, this right is possessed
by unions representing employees in in-
dustry generally, and the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare is of the unani-
mous opinion that the right should now
be extended to labor organizations sub-
ject to the Railway Labor Act.

Senate bill 3295 is intended to achieve
this result. It would relax the prohibi-
tions contained in paragraphs fourth and
fifth of the Railway Labor Act by re-
storing to carriers and their employees
the right to bargain collectively with
regard to the union shop and the check-
off. In the limitations imposed and the
nature of the right granted, the bill
closely follows the pattern of parallel
provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act.

Paragraph eleventh (a) would permit
a carrier and a labor organization duly
authorized to represent employees un-
der the Railway Labor Act to enter into
an agreement requiring, as a condition
of continued employment, that within 60
days following the beginning of such em-
ployment, or the effective date of such
agreement, whichever is the later, all
employees shall become members of the
labor organization representing the craft
or class of such employees.

I should like to emphasize that the
bill would not require and does not in
any way make mandatory the execution
of union-shop agreements; it merely per-
mits the carriers and the representatives
of their employees, through the volun-
tary process of collective bargaining, to
include a union-shop provision in their
collective-bargaining agreements.

The bill attaches three conditions to
the exercise of this right:

First, the agreement may not require
membership in the labor organization as
a condition of employment with respect
to employees to whom membership is not
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available on the same terms and condi-
tions as are generally applicable to any
other members. Under this provision a
labor organization cannot require union
membership as a condition of employ-
ment if it refuses to accept the member-
ship of persons of certain classes or of-
fers them only limited membership.

The second condition set up is that the
agreement may not require membership
in the labor organization as a condition
of employment with respect to employees
to whom membership was denied or
terminated for any reason other than
the failure of the employee to tender the
periodic dues, initiation fees, and assess-
ments uniformly required as a condition
of acquiring or retaining membership.

In other words, if for any other reason
an employee is denied membership in
the union, other than because he did not
pay his dues, initiation fee, or regular
uniform assessments—if he is denied
membership in the union for any other
reason than this, he cannot be denied
employment with the railroad company.
He does not have to belong to the union
in order to have a job with the railroad
company.

The effect of this condition is to re-
move from the requirements of any
union-shop agreement those employees
to whom membership has been denied or
who have been expelled from member-
ship for any cause except nonpayment
of dues, fees, and assessments, In such
cases, nonmembership in the labor or-
ganization could not be used as the basis
for the dismissal of the employee by the
carrier. The bill also makes it clear that
the term “assessments” is not to inelude
“fines and penalties.” Thus, if an indi-
vidual member is fined for some infrac-
tion of the union bylaws or constitution,
the union cannot obtain his discharge
under a union-shop agreement in the
event that the member refuses or fails
to pay the fine imposed.

The final condition attached to the
union-shop portion of the bill is the
proviso that no union-shop agreement
entered into pursuant to the provision
of the bill shall require membership in
more than one labor organization. This
proviso was attached because some ques-
tion was raised as to the status, under
this bill, of employees who are tempo-
rarily promoted or demoted from one
closely related craft or class to another.
This practice, with minor exceptions,
oceurs only among the train- and en-
gine-service employees. Thus a fireman
may be promoted to a position as engi-
neer for a short time and then due to a
reduction in force be returned to his for-
mer position as fireman., It is the in-
tention of this proviso to assure that in
the case of such promotion or demotion,
as the case may be, the employee in-
volved shall not be deprived of his em=-
ployment because of his failure or re-
fusal to join the union representing the
craft or class in which he is located if
he retains his membership in the union
representing the craft or class from
which he has been transferred.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CHaapmaN in the chair),

(Mr,
Does the Sen-
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ator from Alabama yield to the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I am very glad the Sen-
ator from Alabama has vigorously
brought forward the point he has.just
made, because in talking to some rail-
road men, that seems to be one of the
points on which some of them differ.
They do not bhelieve this amendment
does what it says. The explanation of
the able Senator from Alabama I think
is clear and convincing, so far as I am
concerned, and I am very glad that he
has proceeded along that line, because it
seems to me it clears up some contro-
versy existing between union members
as to what is the true meaning or inter-
pretation of the amendment which has
been adopted.

Mr. HILL. I want to say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois that
this amendment was worked on by the
members of the committee and was ar-
rived at after much consideration by
members of the committee through ex-
pert counsel and advice called in by
members of the committee in the prep-
aration of the amendment. I think, as
the Senator from Illinois has suggested,
the amendment is clear, and I think it
meets the criticism which was leveled
at the fact that an employee might be
forced in some way to have membership
in more than one organization.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, HILL, I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is true, is it not,
that there is no prohibition within the
bill that would deny anyone the right to
belong to one or several organizations?

Mr. HILL. No.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wanted to make
that clear,

Mr, HILL. An employee could belong
to as many different unions as he wished
to belong to. But he cannot be required
to belong to one. If he belongs to one,
he meets the provisions of the statute,
and he cannot be required to pay dues
to or to belong to more than one union,
/ Mr. HUMPHREY, I thank the Sena-

or.

Mr. HILL, Whenever I speak of the
bill I speak of it with the amendment
unanimously agreed to by the member-
ship of the committee, which had been
offered to the Senate by the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]l and myself.

The bill would also permit a carrier
and a labor organization duly authorized
to represent employees under the act to
enter into agreements providing for the
check-off from the wages of employees
of periodic dues, initiation fees, and as-
sessments. But no such agreement is to
be effective with respect to any indi-
vidual employee unless first authorized
in writing by him to the employer.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, HILL, I yield.

Mr, LUCAS. Is it not a fact that it is
absolutely within the diseretion of the
employee as to whether he requests the
check-off ?

Mr. HILL. It is wholly and entirely
within the discretion of the employee,
and unless the employee sits down and
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writes on a piece of paper an authoriza-
tion to the employer to turn the dues,
fees, and assessments over to the labor
organization, and signs his name to the
authorization, there is no check-off, so
far as the employee is concerned.

Here, too, I should like to emphasize
that the bill does not impose such an
agreement; it merely permits a carrier
and a labor organization, through the
voluntary process of collective bargain-
ing, to include a check-off provision in
the collective contract.

That is when the employer sits on
one side of the table with his represent-
atives, and the employees sit on the ofher
side of the table, and work out the terms
of their contract. All this bill does is to
permit them, if they see fit to do so,
through the collective-bargaining proc-
ess, to include check-off provision in
their contract. .

This right is particularly important in
the railroad and airline industries in
which employees, unlike those in most
other industries, frequently are scattered
over hundreds of miles and not concen-
trated in one locality.

The bill, as I have stated, is designed
merely to extend to employees and em-
ployers subject to the Railway Labor Act
rights now possessed by employees and
employers under the Taft-Hartley Act in
industry generally. Its pattern is that
of comparable provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act and no substantial reason
exists to warrant the continued denial
to the employees and employers of our
great railroad and sairline industries of
the right to bargain collectively with re-
spect to the union shop and check-off.

Therefore, as I have said, the com-
mittee has unanimously reported the
bill; the committee is unanimously in
accord with the amendments which I
have offered on behalf of the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] and myself; and
we urge the passage of the bill, with the
amendments.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
FarrANnD in the chair). Does the Senator
from Alabama yield to the Senator from
Florida?

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I hope
Senators will follow this exchange,

In view of the fact that this is a Senate
bill on which the House of Representa-
tives has not acted; in view of the fact
that there is serious disagreement be-
tween the railroad operating brother-
hoods, principally, on the one hand, and
the railroad maintenance groups and
shop groups, on the other hand; in view
of the fact that the amendments would
take a long time to debate; in view of the
fact that I feel, for instance, that the bill
is not on a parity with the Taft-Hartley
Act, in that it does not contain the pro-
vision of the Taft-Hartley Act respecting
the anti-closed-shop laws of the various
States, whether constitutional or statu-
tory, which provision of course is a part
of the Taft-Hartley law; in view of the
fact that Senators will find at the desk,
awaiting consideration, an amendment
on this point, offered yesterday or the
day before by me; and in view of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

further fact that I am advised that one
Member of the Senate, now present, has
already prepared a so-called civil-rights
amendment; therefore, Mr. President,
it seems to me that after this hectic ses-
sion, particularly after these last almost
2 days of tiring effort, about the worst
thing the Senate could do would be to
quit on a note of inconclusive and dis-
agreeable civil-rights discussion and de-
bate, lasting way into the night or per

haps until midnight. ’

The only reason for my making this
statement is that I realize that the Sen-
ator from Alabama is deeply interested
in this measure, as he has shown very
clearly. I realize that the majority
leader feels the same way.

However, in view of the fact that this
is a Senate bill and that nothing we can
do here now could possibly be conelusive,
certainly the wise thing, in view of the
further fact that we are all so tired,
would be either to return the bill to the
calendar or to recommit the bill or to
have anything else done with the bill
which would avoid the head-on collision
which appears imminent.

In order to be perfectly frank about
the matter, I wish to state that I have
shown to the Ssnator from Alabama my
files, containing, as I recall, approxi-
mately 18 communications from influ-
ential members of the railroad brother-
hoods, some of them the operating
brotherhoods and some of them the other
brotherhoods, all from my State, and all
strongly opposing enactment of the pro-
posed legislation. I believe the Senator
from Alabama saw that file last night
or the night before, I do not recall which.

I certainly will have to oppose the bill
very vigorously, in view of everything I
have learned about it.

I understand that the Senator from
Georgia is of the same feeling—and also
the Senator from North Carolina, the
Senator from Arkansas, the Senator
from Pennsylvania, the Senator from
Delaware, the Senator from Indiana,
and various other Senators. I hope I
have not omitted to state any of those
who have indicated that they wish to be
heard—and some of them at consider-
able length—on this matter.

Mr. President, I do not wish to be arbi=
trary. If it is the opinion of the Sena-
tor from Alabama that it will be pos-
sible to have this matter fully prepared
for action by the Senate when the Sen-
ate returns following the adjournment
or recess we are about to take—and,
after all, the time of reconvening is only
a short time away—and if he feels that
such a program would permit consider-
ation of the bill by the House at this ses-
sion, I would deeply appreciate having
the Senator from Alabama agree to have
such action taken, rather than to have
this measure handled in some other way
which might result in having the meas-
ure approached in a rather arbitrary
way, even though such procedure might
possibly work out.

However, I do not feel arbitrary about
the matter. I wish to use this occasion
to urge that Senators agree on a method
of handling this measure which will be
agreeable to all concerned.
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In view of that situation—in view of
the long, rocky path ahead; in view of
the condition of the Senate; and in view
of the fact that probably we could not
get a quorum in attendance now, or at
least not before an hour or so, at the
earliest, would the Senator from Ala-
bama—in view of his gracious make-up;
and certainly he has an abundance of
graciousness in his make-up—be willing
to let this measure go over until we re-
turn in November? Certainly I would
appreciate having that done.

In view of the facts, which I repre-
sent as being the facts, as I understand
them—as to my own statement and in-
tention, they are, of course, the facts;
and as to my own file, they are the
facts—would it be possible for the Sen-
ator from Alabama to reconsider this
matter and not insist upon its present
consideration?

Mr., HILL, Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Florida has been most gracious
and generous. Certainly I should like
to accommodate him in any way I could.
He has been most appealing, and I
should like to meet his wishes in connec-
tion with this matter.

However, as the distinguished ma-
jority leader said not many minutes ago,
for 10 days we have been trying to get
this bill before the Senate. In fact, for
the last 3 or 4 days this bill has really
been the unfinished business; but it was
laid aside 3 or 4 days ago, at a time
when we were about ready to obtain re-
sults on it. However, various privileged
matters came up; and they made this
bill, instead of an active instrumentality
for the results it seeks, a thing dormant.

For 3 or 4 days those privileged mat-
ters, which under the rules have a right
to come in and they do come in,
continued to come before the Senate.
As the Senator from Florida knows, wa
had very extended and, may I even say,
rather voluminous debate on those priv .
ileged matters, which consumed the lasb
3 or 4 days; and that situation denied
to the Senate an opportunity to con-
sider this measure.

This measure is now before the Senate
for consideration. Certainly it has a
clear track at the present time, so far
as consideration is concerned.

Much as I regret not to accommodate
my good friend, the Senator from Flor-
ida, I must say that I feel compelled to
press for action on the bill.

Mr. MARTIN. Mryr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my distinguished
friend, the Senator from Pennsylvania,

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, none
of us contemplated 48 hours ago that
we would take so much time in over-
riding the President’s veto.

I really think the session we have had
has been one of the most valuable since
I have been a Member of the Senate.

The veto message certainly was dis-
cussed thoroughly. The majority leader
made a magnificent statement this morn-
ing. All the speeches have been to the
point. However, they did take much
more time than any of us anticipated
would be required for acting on the veto
message in the Senate. Personally, 1
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received a great number of demands that
I vote in such and such a way on the
veto message. As a result, I was on the
floor of the Senate practically the entire
time the veto message was under con-
sideration because I wanted to hear the
debate. I think it was very well done,
but it did require a great deal of time.
The distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama, as the distinguished Senator from
Florida has said, realizes, I believe, that
it will be only 8 weeks before we will be
back here. This bill is a Senate bill,
When Congress reconvenes in November,
we then shall have an opporfunity thor-
oughly to discuss the bill. It seems to
me that is the proper course for us to
take.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, HILL, In a moment. Mr, Presi-
dent, I appreciate what my good friend
from Pennsylvania has had to say. He
is a distinguished soldier, a very fine
soldier, and he knows that when a sol-
dier has a job to do, no matter how
weary, how fatigued, or how tired he may
be, he must move forward to perform the
job.

Mr. MARTIN, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. MARTIN. Some of the greatest
victories in milifary history have been
accomplished through a temporary re-
tirement. The Revolution was won that
way, and the great victory that is being
attained in Korea is the result of a mag-
nificent retirement. I wish that, some
of these days, some of the generals would
come here with the map and show us how
that magnificent retirement was consum-
mated. It is one of the greatest things
ever to be achieved in military history.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alabama has the floor.

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, I am de-
lighted to yield to the Senator from Illi-
nois,

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to ask
my good friend from Pennsylvania,
since he believes in the value of strategic
retirement, whether he does not think
it might be a very good thing for the
Senator from Pennsylvania and the
Senator from Florida to retire strategi-
cally and withdraw their objections.

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, I merely
want to say that this is a Senate bill, A
companion bill has already been report-
ed by the House committee. As Sena-
tors know, the Senate could pass this bill
today, send it to the House, where, the
House committee having considered the
companion bill and having had hear-
ings on it, the bill could be reported
favorably, there being a bill on the House
calendar like this one at the present
time. But one more step in the legisla-
tive process would be needed, very likely,
and that would be the passage of the
Senate bill by the House of Representa-
tives. Therefore it would very much
expedite final enactment, if the Senate
could pass this bill today.

Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? :
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Mr, HILL. I shall yield to my friend
from Kentucky in a moment. There
are 22 railway labor organizations in
this country, 18 of whom are supporting
this bill in its present form. Those or-
ganizations represent a membership of
1,124,997. There are four railway labor
organizations which are not now sup-
porting the bill, but, out of the four,
three of them presented testimony be-
fore the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, supporting the view that
the right of employers and employees in
the railway industry to bargain collec-
tively for a union shop and to have the
benefit of the check-off, should be rec-
ognized. So three out of the four have
expressed themselves in that manner be-
fore our committee. They may not like
this particular bill, but three of the four
who do not now favor the bill, have said
that this right, which would be provided
for in this bill, should be granted.

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. Iyield to my distinguished
friend from North Carolina.

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I am won-
dering whether the distinguished Sena-
tor from Alabama would not feel that it
would be wise to let this bill go over until
after the reassembling of Congress fol-
lowing the adjournment. It apparently
is a controversial issue. There are a
number of Senators who desire to speak
on the bill, and it will probably take at
least 6, 8, or 10 hours to complete con-
sideration of it. Most us want to leave.
We have been here all the time, and have
been standing by. I should like to ask
the distinguished Senator from Florida
whether he does not feel that there could
naot possibly be any detriment to anyone
by letting this bill go over until after the
reconvening of Congress?

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, T have
stated the situation, and I have explained
that for 10 days we tried to get the bill
before the Senate. It was temporarily
displaced for 3 or 4 days.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
FarLAND in the chair). May the Chair
interrupt the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. HILL, I yield gladly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Chair understood the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Carolina correctly, the
Chair thinks he made a mistake. He
stated that most of the Senators wanted
to leave. Did the Senator find someone
who did not want to leave?

Mr. HOEY. No, I think the feeling
has been unanimous.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, let me say
to my good friend, the Senator from
North Carolina, who spoke of Senators
speaking possibly for 6 or 8 hours——

Mr. HOEY, I meant, altogether.

Mr. HILL. Even so, this is a simple
bill. There are no involved questions
connected with it. It is not like the
Taft-Hartley Act, or amendments to that
act, which would involve numerous ques-
tions, This bill involves really but two
very simple questions. Practically
speaking, it may be said to involve only
one question, and that a very simple one,
which can be easily understood.
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Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL, I yield.

Mr. HOEY. I agree with the Senator,
it does not seem to be involved. But I
think that any bill which would force
any American citizen to join an organi-
zation he did not wish to join, ought to
be rejected. I think the right of every
American citizen ought to be protected.
I do not believe anyone should be forced
to join any organization, a church or any
other organization, unless he wishes to.
This bill would take away that right and
force him to do that. It takes away the
right of the citizen. I do not think a bill
such as that should be passed without
being fully discussed.

Mr. HILL. I may say to my friend
that I appreciate his sincerity in this
matter, and I appreciate the integrity
of his position, although I happen to dis-
agree with him very strongly, When I
said it was a simple question, I meant it
was something everyone could easily un-
derstand. It is not the type of a ques-
tion which frequently comes before the
Senate that requires considerable study.
Everyone knows what is involved when
we speak of a union shop.

Of course, as I say, I know the Senator
is honest and sincere in his position, and
he has a right to take that position, but
his position is diametrically opposed to
the policy of the Government, as em-
bodied in the Taft-Hartley law and the
policy endorsed by employers and em-
ployees in every industry except the rail-
road industry.

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator from Alabama will pardon me for
a moment, I cannot agree with him that
this bill is similar to the Taft-Hartley
Act. This is a different proposition en-
tirely, but, passing that over, the point
I want to bring to the attention of the
Senator is this: There cannot be any
serious detriment to anyone by allowing
this bill to go over until after the fall
adjournment. There is nothing which
is expected to transpire, there is nothing
going to take place, nothing that will be
interfered with. Within a comparatively
short time the bill can be brought up
and discussed, and I am frank to say I
think it will be passed by the Senate.
But I do not believe it ought to be passed
hastily, during the last hour of the ses-
sion, I think it ought to be discussed
and, after it has been threshed out, if it
is passed, there will then be greater sat-
isfaction with the result.

I do not at all take the position that
the bill ought not to be passed, but I
am saying to the Senator that it could
not damage anyone if we were to let it
go over now and not insist upon its being
taken up during this last hour of the
session.

Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. CHAPMAN ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield, and if so,
to whom? .

Mr. HILL. I shall yield in a moment.
Let me say that the Congress will not
return until November 27. That means
that we shall not have more than 3 weeks
for the transaction of business before
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the Christmas holidays, and we know
that unless there is some very compel-
ling emergency with the greatest possible
urgency, the Congress will take a re-
cess over the Christmas holidays; so we
shall not have over 3 weeks, Senators
will understand that following the recess
for several weeks, it takes a little while
to get the machinery functioning. It
takes a little time to get everything ad-
justed and running smoothly. So the
chances are we will not have three full
weeks for the consideration of legisla-
tion. When we return we fully expect
that one matter to come before the Sen-
ate will be the excess-profits tax bill,
and there will be other matters that will
certainly consume time. If we could pass
this bill today and send it on to the
House, the Senate would then have dis-
charged its responsibility and would have
finished its work.

Mr. LEHMAN and Mr, DOUGLAS ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield, and if so,
to whom?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from New
zicl:;k was on his feet first, so I yield to

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that
the unions are deeply interested in this
situation, and that they have waited for
this legislation, not merely for 5 or 10
days, but for an exceedingly long time?
Is it not also a fact that this bill was
reported by the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare by unanimous vote after
months of exhaustive hearings.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is entirely
correct. The committee had full hear-
ings on this bill, and following that, re-
ported it unanimously. Let me call at-
tention to the fact that there are not
very many matters dealing with organ-
ized labor upon which the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare acts unan-
imously. I doubt that there is any view-
point of anyone in the Senate which is
not represented in that committee. All
the different schools of thought, all those
with different viewpoints, have recog-
nized the righteousness of this bill. The
bill comes to the Senate with the unan-
imous approval and recommendation of
the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe it is frue
that the Senator, as a southern gentle-
man, has had a very good classical edu-
cation, If that is so, I take it the Sen-
ator from Alabama is aware of the song
of the sirens which would lure the un-
wary navigators onto the rocks off the
coast of Italy, The music of the sirens
was so sweet that they would lure the
navigators onto the rocks, and the only
way Ulysses and his sailors were able to
escape was that he put wax in the ears
of his sailors so they could not hear the
sirens’ song, and he directed his sailors
to lash him to the mast so he could not
be lured away.

Has not the Senator from Alabama,
if he has listened to the song of the sirens
from North Carolina and Florida, had
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the temptation to go onto the rocks; and
should he not put wax in his ears and
steel in his heart to resist their seductive
song?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.
The Senator from Illinois must remem-
ker that the Senator from Alabama has
been as consistent in his attendance
at the sessions of the Senate as have
other Senators. He has sat here just
as late at night, as many hours of the
day and perhaps he is just as weary of
body and soul as the other Senators. If
the Senator from Illinois will produce the
wax the Senator from Alabama will be
very much tempted to make use of it.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL., I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I want to
reiterate what the Senator from Ala-
bama said with respect to this bill which
was unanimously reported from the
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare. It is very unusual that the com-
mittee should report a bill unanimously.
I undertake to say that when the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT]
and the able Senator from Missouri [Mr,
DonnerL] agree with the Democratic
members of that commitiee on a meas-
ure of this kind, they have covered
nearly all the bases of the bill. I con-
gratulate the committee on unanimously
agreeing on a measure of this character.

Furthermore, with respect to the busi-
ness which will be before the Senate on
the 27th of November, I can assure the
fenate that when the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'MaHoNEY] returns to
Washington on that date there will be
a motion made to lay aside whatever
is the unfinished business or whatever
is pending so as to take up the Alaska
statehood bill. That is practically what
the Senator from Illinois said a few days
ago on the floor of the Senate. I cer-
tainly hope that we may get a vote upon
this bill in some way here tonight so
that we may find out what the Senate
desires to do. I do not think it should
require 6 or 8 hours to do so. The Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] has, as
an amendment to the bill, the FEFPC
measure. Everyone knows why that
was offered, and it will not work, Mr.
President, because Senators on this side
of the aisle are not going to be dragged
off into a dark corner with that sort of
an amendment on this measure to which
it has no business to be attached.

I hope we might vote on this bill with-
in the next hour or 2 hours and dispose
of it, and adjourn, because we will have
a great deal of business to take care of
when we return on November 27. I
plead with the Senate to make disposi-
tion of it in some way or other.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL., I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does not the Sena-
tor from Alabama realize that because of
action previously taken by the Senata
today there cannot be more than 7 hours
of debate on the bill, and since it has
been indicated by Senators that there
would be probably be 6 or 7 speeches on
it, there is no chance of passing it today?
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Mr. HILL. All I can do is to drive
ahead and see if we cannot pass the bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. What is the use of
driving ahead?

Mr. HILL. I have many times seen
such attempt to drive ahead prove to be
successful, And I have seen such efforts
fail. But if we drive ahead and keep
moving we may achieve our objective.
All we can do under the circumstances is
to drive ahead.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr., President,
will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator said
the bill was unanimously reported by the
committee. Only a couple of months ago
or so I understood that it was unani-
mously supported by the various unions.
But recently the representative of the
trainmen in my State, and also repre-
sentatives of three other unions, in-
formed me they had' changed their
minds, but that they believe if this mat-
ter is carried over they will be able to
compromise their differences, and get a
bill they all can support. I wondered if
the Senator considered that? I so re-
quested, and as a matter of fact my sug-
gestion was only to that extent; not
finally to oppose this sort of legislation,
but that an opportunity be afforded to
work out the differences that exist.

Mr. HILL. When we held hearings on
the bill the Brotherhood of Locomotive
Engineers, represented by Mr. John
Corbett, assistant grand chief engineer,
appeared in opposition to the bill. The
representative of the trainmen’s union
stated that his organization felt that
this right should be granted to the em-
ployees and employers in the railroad
industry; but they were not for this par-
ticular hill. They had some changes to
suggest.

What happened was that the com-
mittee, after hearing the testimony, sat
down as I said, and as was brought out
by the Senator from Illinois, to attempt
to reach an agreement. There were
many schools of thought, many different
backerounds represented in dealing with
this labor legislation. There was sitting
in the committee room the distinguished
author and father of the Taft-Hartley
law. Sitting in that room were Members
of the Senate who had previously, with
all the power at their command, opposed
the enactment of the Taft-Hartley law,
Yet, here were these Senators, these
agents of the Senate, sitting down to-
gether seeking to do what the committee
felt was to the publie interest, what was
to the best interest of the country.

On that basis, the committee, after
considerable discussion and debate,
unanimously reported the bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Sen-
ator will recall that every other measure
we have passed during the last 2 days
has been a measure which has been
passed by the other body; and most of
them were conference reports. The Sen-
ator knows positively, the other House
having already adjourned, that the bill
could not be passed through the other
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House. Enough Members of the Senate
have expressed themselves here, I think,
to make it clear that the bill is not going
to be passed in another hour or two. I
was wondering what would convince the
Senator that there is no possibility of
passing the bill before we adjourn to-
night. What would it take in the way
of a declaration?

Mr. HILL. I will say to my good friend
from Arkansas that earlier I spoke of
our distinguished friend, the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN] as a
fine soldier. A fine soldier does not admit
impossibilities. When he has a goal and
objective, he drives on to that objective.
That is what I am asking the Senate to
do this afternoon. Let us drive on to the
objective, to the goal of passing this bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does that mean
that the Senator from Alabama——

Mr. HILL. It means that the Senator
is going to do everything in his power
to bring about passage of this bill, |

I yield the floor at this time.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there
are several courses available to those
who oppose present consideration of the
bill by way of dilatory action. One of
them would be to make a motion to re-
commit, which the Senator from Florida
does not like to make; another would be
to make a motion to defer consideration
of this measure to November 27, which
the Senator from Florida does not like
to do, and following that motion there
could be another motion to take up the
matter on the 28th of November, and a
similar motion for the 29th of Novem-
ber et cetera, The Senator from Florida
does not want to make himself a party
to that sort of procedure. He thinks the
obvious thing to do under the circum-
stances is to let the measure remain
where it is, so that it can be taken up
first when we return.

With that in view, and hoping that we
shall thus be able to avoid a lengthy fight
until 12 o’clock, the Senator from Florida
now moves that consideration of this
measure be postponed until November
27 next.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, I have al-
ready staied fo the Senate the reasons
for pressing consideration of this hill
and action by the Senate on it tonight.
I have already stated why I think it was
important that we proceed to the con-
sideration of the bill and that we make
every effort to pass it tonight. I shall
not reiterate those reasons. I said that
a kindred bill has been reported by the
House committee. It is now on the
House Calendar. We can pass this bill
tonight, and the bill would be ready for
action by the House when the House
reconvenes on November 27. That
would be very definite progress. The
Senate can pass the bill tonight. In
that event the Senate would have fin-
ished its job on the bill. Therefore I
urge that the motion of the Senator from
Florida be not agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Florida. [Putting the
question.] The “ayes” seem to have it.,

Several Senators requested a division.

©On a division the motion was agreed to.
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be
printed at this point in the body of the
Recorp a statement prepared by me on
the amendments to the Railway Labor
Act, now embodied in the pending hill,
Senate bill 3295.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

BTATEMENT BY SENATOR HERBERT H. LEHMAN
ON PENDING AMENDMENTS TO THE RAILWAY
Lasor Act (8. 3295)

Mr. President, I hope the pending bill, the
amendments to the Rallway Labor Act, will
pass. The majority of the members of the
railroad brotherhoods have been urging these
amendments for many years. They feel that
they, of all unions, are being unfairly dis-
criminated against, and are being deprived
of rights which all other unions have, solely
because they are employees of an industry
which the Government, in its proper con=-
cern for the national interest, has seen fit
to regulate by special legislation.

It does not seem fair to me that railroad
unions, which have accomplished so much for
their members, and which have succeeded,
through years of struggle, in raising to such
a high level the standards of work and of
performance in the rallroad industry, should
be penalized just because they are unions of
railroad workers.

The railroad brotherhoods should have the
same right that any other union has to
negotiate for the union shop and to obtain
the union shop if the railroad operators are
willing to agree to such an arrangement,
arrived at in free-collective bargaining.

The railroad unions have contributed a
great deal to the magnificent record com-
piled by the raiiroads through the years in
service to the public and in advancing the
public interest. I think those contributions
should be recognized.

This bill has received the most careful
inspection by the Labor Committee. We held
many, many hearings. I was a member of
the subcommittee and can testify to the
searching examination which this legisla-
tion underwent, and the painstaking manner
in which all points of view were solicited.

This is not perfect legislation from all
points of view. What legislation is perfect?
But it does fill a need. I hope it will be
epeedily passed.

COTTON-ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, there
is need for legislation that will provide
an equitable basis for establishing cot-
ton-acreage aliotments among farmers
whenever the need for them again arises.
The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
provided a method which proved unsat-
isfactory, so the Congress amended that
act by enacting Public Law 272 in 1949.
That legislation also proved to be de-
fective and, as a stop-gap measure, for
1950 only, Public Law 471 was put on
the books in the spring of 1950, The
House has passed H. R. 9109, which its
proponents claim will correct the pres-
ent law. The Senate Commitiee on
Agriculture and Forestry does not take
that view but has discovered that it will
not fully meet the needs of our cotton
farmers, in the event downward adjust-
ments in production become desirable.

H. R. 8109, seeks to amend some of the
basic provisions of the Agricultural Ad-

justment Act of 1938, as amended, which -

govern the establishment of peanut- and
cotton-acreage allotments, This legisla-
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tion also contained provisions for the ex-
tension of the agricultural-conservation
program for 2 years. The Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry has
had public hearings on these amend-
ments and has given careful considera-
tion to them,

The chairman appointed a subcom-
mittee of five to review carefully the pro-
visions of H. R. 9109. The Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Hoevl, the Sena-
tor from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON],
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN],
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youngl, and I were the members of this
subcommittee. I served as chairman of
the subcommittee. We found that H. R.
9109 had a number of very controversial
provisions and was filled with special
gadgets favoring various States and
areas within a State. Several of these
provisions continued the basic defects
of Public Law 272, Eighty-first Congress,
under which the 1950 cotton-acreage
allotments werc established. Our sub-
committee proposed several changes in
this bill which are included in the com-
mittee print, H. R. 2109, dated August
30, 1950. These proposed revisions would
eliminate most of the special provisions
of H. R. 9109 and would eliminate the in-
equitable effects of war crop credits.

The principal provision the subcom-
mittee did not change is that con-
cerning the establishment of farm allot-
ments on a uniform perceniage of crop-
land by counties. Time was too short to
attempt to revise this provision, because
it is controversial and requires more
careful consideration than present cir-
cumstances will permit. The Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Hoey] and I
were in favor of reporting the revised
bill of the subcommittee to the Senate
for consideration. Hcwever, the major-
ity did not think it advisable to consider
the measure at this session. Since this
important legislation and its now inade-
quate provisions must eventually come
before this body for final disposition, I
wish to direct your special attention to
some very fundamental facts and prin-
ciples to which I hope you will give care-
ful thought and consideration,

Early in 1949, after it became apparent
that marketing quotas might be needed
for the 1950 cotton crop, the Congress
began hearings to amend the provisions
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended, governing cotton
acreage allotments and marketing
quotas. These hearings made it clear
that amendments were necessary to cor-
rect outmoded basic provisions because
they were not in step with present-day
conditions. It was not possible to allot
less than 27,000,000 acres to cotton under
the then existing law. Normally, pro-
duction requirements to meet effective
demand will take considerably less acres.
Furthermore, the distribution of cotten
allotments to States, to counties, and
farms would have been completely out
of line with recent cotton plantings.
Consequently, the first session of this
Congress passed Public Law 272 with the
purpose of providing a suitable basis for
establishing cotton allotments,



1950

When consideration was being given
to proposed amendments to Public Law
272, it was pointed out time and time
again that major defects needed cor-
rection; (1) the arbitrary method pro-
vided in Public Law 272 for determining
war crop credits to use in establishing
State, county, and farm acreage allot-
ments, and (2) the inflexible and rigid
requirement calling for mathematical
computation of farm acreage allotments
on the basis of a uniform cropland per-
centage.

The national cotton acreage allotment
for 1950 was 21,600,000 acres, while the
acreage estimated by the Department of
Agriculture in cultivation on July 1
totals about 19,000,000 acres. This
means that farmers did not use 2,500,000
acres of cotton allotments for the pro-
duction of cotton. Much of these un-
used allotments were misplaced on farms
which no longer were in cotton produc-
tion. Georgia farmers planted only 84
percent of their allotments and North
Carolina producers only 77 percent.
But farmers in many other States
planted an average of anywhere from
95 to 98 percent of their allotments. I
will show that these misplaced allot-
ments largely came about through the
use of war crop credits and the uniform
cropland method of establishing farm
allotments.

I also desire to point out some reasons
why Public Law 272 resulted in improper
and inequitable allotments.

War crop credits established under
Public Law 272 placed allotments back
on farms and in areas that had shifted
out of cotton. Public Law 272 also pro-
vided that farm allotments be estab-
lished by applying a uniform county per-
centage to each cotton farm’s cropland.
This caused some farms to make no
downward adjustments in  their cotton
acreage, and others to make as much as
80 percent cuts.

The arbitrary war-crop credits calcu-
lated in accordance with the provisions
of Public Law 272, caused 1950 allot-
ments to be established for 95,000 farms
having no cotton planted on them during
the years 1946, 1947, and 1948. Pro-
ducers on some of these farms made
bona fide shifts from cotton to war crops.
But producers on many other of these
farms planted so-called war crops as
part of a plan to shift out of cotton to
livestock, peanuts, and other crops; and
no cotton had been planted on a num-
ber of these farms since 1941, This
meant taking cotton acreage from farms
currently and regularly producing cotton
and placing them on farms that had
gone out of cotton production and gone
into the production of other agricul-
tural products. It is estimated that be-
tween 750,000 and 1,200,000 acres of
allotments were placed on these 95,000
farms.

If Public Law 272, Eighty-first Con-
gress, had authorized local farmer-elect-
ed county committees to give these mis-
placed allotments to cotton farmers
whose cotton acreage was cut too heav-
ily, it would have been unnecessary to
provide emergency relief to correct in-
equitable allotments as was done under
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Public Law 471 of this Congress. Rigid
mechanical procedures are poor sub-
stitutes for the knowledge and judgment
of local-elected farmer committeeman.
If farmers had set their own allotments
without being forced by legislative man-
date to give unfair war-crop credits,
1950 cotton production would have been
considerably larger than what will be
produced this year,

Public Law 272 forces war-crop credits
to be given counties in excess of the
credit passed on to the farms that earned
it. It is specifically provided that in
1851, for example, war-crop credit shall
be given to counties, in most States,
for the years 1945, 1946, and 1947. Yet
the county allotment will be given to

farms on the basis of 1947, 1948, and .

1950 cotton history. Thus, 3 years of
war-crop credit is given to the county
and only 1 year's credit is passed on to
the farm that earned it. The 2 years’
war-crop credit that are not passed on
to the farmers that earned it must be
used to give other farmers in that same
county a larger allotment than they are
entitled to. That is a big part of our
cotton-allotment trouble. In 1952 the
situation will be even worse than it is in
1951. 1In 1952, 2 years’ war-crop credit
is given to the county and no credit is
specifically passed on to the farmer that
earned it. These defects in the cotton-
allotment law were not put there by
Fublic Law 12, Seventy-ninth Congress,
the original war-crop credit law which
was passed in 1945, but by Public Law
272 which was passed in the summer of
1849, In its original form, House bill
9109 does not correct this defect, but re-
peats it.

The original war-crop credit law only
promised the farmer that he wpuld be
eligible as an old grower if he diverted
to war crops. In other words, if he

‘planted war crops it was as though he

planted cotton, insofar as establishing
a cotton history was concerned. The law
of 1845 quite clearly did not promise
hundreds of thousands of farmers that
they would get allotments by means of
war-crop credits just because they hap-
pened to be in a county where other
farmers had planted war crops.

While we may not need to have cotton
quotas in 1951, we know that sooner or
Jater we will have to have quotas and
this war-crop credit problem will still
be in the law. War-crop credits are
passed on to most counties until 1955 un-
der the terms of H. R. 9109. Three years
after we have stopped passing these
credits on to the farmers that earned
them we will continue to give them to the
county to loosen up the allotments for
all the cotton farmers in that county.
Quite obviously this is unfair to other
farmers who are taking the reduction
in cotton aecreage for them.

The significance of this comes out
more fully when we use specific examples.
The 1950 allotment for a particular
group of counties in Georgia was in-
creased 40,000 acres over the 1948 cotton
acreage. This was more than a 25 per-
cent increase at a time when the country
was being forced to cut down 10 percent
from the 1948 planting. Wilcox Coun-
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ty, located in this same area, only planted
10,000 acres in 1948 but had an allotment
for 1950 of 15,366 acres. This is by no
means the most ouistanding case. For
example, in Clay County in this area only
750 acres of cotton was planted in 1948
while the allotment was 4,514 acres.
Similar unearned increased allotments
over 1948 plantings cccurred in Sumter,
Ben Hill, Turner, and many other coun-
ties in this same area. Many individual
farmers were enabled to plant more than
double what they had previously been
planting to cotton in recent years.

While this unfair increase in the plant-
ing of cotton was taking place in one part
of Georgia, in another part of Georgia
the situation was exactly reversed. Take
Walton County, Ga. In that county
farmers planted 36,000 acres in 1948 but
their allotment was ecut down to 30,000
acres for 1950. Other counties in this
same area had to take reductions in cot-
ton acreage instead of increasing their
production. Some of these counties
were Warren, Oconee, and Morgan. This
disarrangement of cotton production
within the State of Georgia caused cot-
ton to shift from areas that had recently
been growing cotton to areas that re-
cently had been going out of cotton pro-
duction for strictly economic reasons.
And when you bring the example down
to an individual farm, there’s where
clearly the shoe pinches. In the first
area practically no farmer reduced his
cotton production at all, regardless of
the size of the farm, from his current re-
cent years’ plantings, whereas in Walton
and those other counties in that area
many farmers were required to cut pro-
duction as much as 50 percent.

Not only must the law be changed
with respect to war-crop credits but it
also should be changed with respect to
passing the county allotment on to farms.
Public Law 471 gave relief from the rigid
provisions of Public Law 272 only for
the year 1950 and unless we enact legis-
lation on this question, allotments for
subsequent years will have to be made
on a strict percentage of cropland ap-
proach. Under Public Law 272 the per-
centage of cropland approach caused
many allotments to be inequitable. Some
farms made no reduction whatever, while
other farms made extremely large re-
ductions. In fact, about one-third of
the farms for which 1950 allotments were
established made no reduction from the
highest acreage planted to cotton during
the years 1946, 1947, and 1948. This
means that those farms received alloi-
ments considerably in excess of the aver-
age acreage planted on those farms.
Whenever one farm is given an allotment
in excess of the average acreage planted
on that farm, it means that allotments
have to be taken away from socme other
farm. Another 25 to 30 percent of the
farms were required to make practically
no reduction. Therefore, with one-third
making no reduction and approximately
another third making little or no reduc-
tion, the remaining one-third of the
farms throughout the country carried
the whole burden of reducing the na-
tional cotton acreage. Producers in this
last third were required to reduce their
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cotton acreage anywhere from 20 to 80
percent below the acreage that had been
planted on those farms in recent years.
It is no coincidence that the summary
of county reports of unsatisfactory allot-
ments showed that between one-fourth
and one-third of the farmers were dis-
satisfied, since these producers were gen-
erally in the group that had been cut up
to as much as 80 percent.

It has been said many times that the
State and county acreage reserves pro-
vided in Public Law 272, Eighty-first
Congress, were large enough to remedy
all inequities if the committees would use
them to the maximum extent. In fact,
I shared that opinion when we con-
sidered the matter. I am now convinced
this is not the case, Let us take a parish
in my own State, West Baton Rouge.
This admittedly is a small cotton parish
but it illustrates exactly the thing I want
to point out, which is, the maximum
county reserves provided in Public Law
272 are not sufficient to remedy inequities
in small cotton counties and parishes.
The committee for this parish estab-
lished its full maximum 15 percent and
placed all of it on a few farms, which
were being required to make all the cut
in cotton acreage in that parish. After
this was done, these few farms had to
reduce their cotton acreage about 42
percent. Most of the 172 farms in this
parish received allotments equal to their
highest cotton acreage plantings or re-
ceived only minor reductions. This same
type of thing can be illustrated over and
over again in small cotton counties and
in parishes where the committee used
the full 15-percent reserve.

The net result caused by unfair war
crop credits and the percent of cropland
approach was that when cotton pro-
ducers were notified of their 1950 cotton
allotments they hit the ceiling, and who
can blame them? Their justifiable com-
plaints reached the Congress, Immedi-
ately, the inequities in farm allotments
brought about through Public Law 272
were recognized and the leadership of
the House Committee on Agriculture be-
gan holding conferences aimed at de-
vising emergency legislation. House and
Senate leaders joined hands and emer-
gency legislation, Public Law 471, Eighty-
first Congress, was enacted by the sec-
ond session of this Congress. Public
Law 471 partially remedied inequities
only for 1950; but there was an under-
standing that the permanent provisions
of Public Law 272 would be carefully re-
considered later, and that necessary
amendments dealing with the basic de-
fects of Public Law 272 would be perma-
nently made,

Immediately after the enactment of
remedial legislation, which attempted to
correct inequitable 1950 farm cotton-
acreage allotments, the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture began hearings for
the purpose of amending the cotton-
acreage-allotment provisions of Public
Law 272. Following these hearings, H. R.
9109 was passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives. This legislation purport-
edly corrected the basic defects of Public
Law 272. But H, R. 9109, contrary to the
understanding at the time the emergency
cotton-allotment legislation was en-
acted, completely sanctioned the use of
war crop credits as provided in Public
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Law 272 and only remedied inequities
resulting from the uniform cropland per-
centage approach for establishing farm
allotments. As a matter of fact, farm
allotments established on a ecropland-
percentage basis would be perpetuated
by H. R. 9109.

In addition to inclusion of these two
controversial provisions, objectionable
gadgets dealing with particular situ-
ations and States were placed into this
legislation. One provision, for example,
would have shifted cotton allotments
from one area of Texas bhack into an-
other area. Such shifting is contrary to
the current areas of cotton production
in that State. It would mean a reduced
acreage planted to cotton in Texas with
the same State allotment, and would
tend to increase the cost of produetion.
Another provision was included espe-
cially for North Carolina, in which the
uniform cropland percentage, combined
with minimum small-farm allotments,
worked very poorly in 1950. To remedy
this situation, a speecial provision was
included in H. R. 9109 for North Caro-
lina, and only incidentally for four other
States. This provision would overcome
the inequities caused by the cropland
approach by establishing farm allot-
ments more in line with average plant-
ings of cotton on farms. It is just as
badly needed in all cotton-producing
States and counties as it is in North
Carolina. Finally, H. R. 9109 and Pub-
lic Law 471 both contain provisions de-
signed to freeze future cotton allotments
in areas going out of cotton, even though
farmers continue to underplant their
allotments by substantial margins.

As pointed out in the beginning, the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry has held hearings on and has
given considerable attention to the pro-
visions of H. R. 9109, The subcommittee
in its consideration of H. R. 9109 pro-
posed the following major changes:

First. We proposed to include war-crop
credits in the base period for establishing
State and county allotments only for
those years which are also included in
the base period used for establishing farm
allotments.

Second. We eliminated the special
provisions relating to Texas which shifts
cotton allotments and history from one
section of the State where cotton is cur-
rently being produced to the older areas
that have gone out of preduction in re-
cent years, The elimination cf these
provisions would avoid serious disrup-
tion of the present cotton economy of
Texas.

Third. Section 1 of H. R. 9109 provides
that the Secretary shall proclaim a na-
tional marketing quota for 1951 and 1952
if he determines that the total supply of
cotton for the marketing year will ex-
ceed the estimated domestic consump-
tion plus exports for such marketing
year. We proposed that this provision
be deleted. Instead the subcommittee
proposed language to direct the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to establish acreage
allotments for 1951 and 1952 cotton crops
as a condition of complying for price
support even though marketing quotas
should not be in effect. The Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1949 gave the
Secretary discretionary authority to use
allotments as a condition of eligibility
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for price support. Under such a plan
those who comply would be eligible for
loans. Noncompliers would not receive
credit for acres planted in excess of their
allotment.

Fourth. In establishing State and
county allotments, H. R. 9109 provides
for not counting the additional acreage
planted to cotton in 1950 under the
provisions of emergency legislation en-
acted in Public Law 471 for correcting
inequitable 1950 farm allotments. We
propose to count this acreage along with
all other cotton acreage planted within
allotments. To do otherwise would ren-
der an injustice to States and counties
and would tend to perpetuate the very
inequities that Public Law 471 sought to
relieve. Also this is in line with the
principle of placing allotments where
cotton is now being grown. This pro-
posal is a decided improvement.

It is my hope that Senators and Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives
from States that grow cotton will discuss
the problem with their respective con-
stituencies in the hope of enacting per-
manent cotton legislation at an early
date. I am hopeful that if and when
we return in the latter part of November
that we will be able to remedy the situ-
ation that I have been talking about.

I ask unanimous consent to have

‘printed in the Recorp at this point as

a part of my remarks the following
documents: (1) committee print, H. R.
0109, as reported to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry by the sub-
committee; (2) a document showing
cotton allotments on an acreage alloca-
tion of 21,500,000 acres; (3) a document
showing apportionment of 1951 and 1952
minimum national acreage allotment
under provisions of H. R. 9109.

There being no objection, the docu-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

H. R. 9109
An act to amend the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended; the Soil

Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act;

Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress;

the Agricultural Act of 1949; and for other

purposes

Be it enacted, etc., That section 344 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, is amended as follows:

1. Subsection (a) is amended by striking
the period at the end of the second sentence
and inserting in lieu thereof a colon and
the following: “Provided, That the national
acreage allotment for each crop of cotton
shall be increased by the average percentage
by which the total acreage allotted to farms
for the preceding five crops of cotton for
which acreage allotments were in effect ex-
ceeded the acreage planted to such creps of
cotton.”

2. Subsection (b) is amended by striking
out the parenthetical clause,

3. Subsection (c¢) (1) is amended (1) by
inserting “for 1947" after the word “includ-
ing” in the first parenthetical clause and
after the word “or” in the second parentheti-
cal clause, and (2) by changing item (A) to
read as follows: “the additional acreage
added in each State acreage allotment base
in 1950 for minimum small farm allotments
adjusted upward or downward by the per-
centage by which the 1951 national acreage
allotment is above or below the 1950 national
acreage allotment.”

4. Subsection (d) is amended to read as
follows: o

“(d) The national acreage alloument for
cotton for 1952 shall be apportioned to States



1950
on the basis of (1) the acreage planted to
cotton d the years 1946, 1947, 1948, and

1950, with adjustments for abnormal weather
conditions during such period, plus (2) the
additional ‘acreage added in each State acre-
age allotment base in 1950 for minimum
small farm allotments adjusted upward or
downward by the percentage by which the
1952 national acreage allotment is above or
below the 1950 national acreage allotment.”

5. Bubsection (e) is amended to read as
follows:

“(e) (1) The State acreage allotment for

cotton for 1951 shall be apportioned to
counties on the basis of the acreage planted
to cotton (including for 1947, in any State
which received its 1950 acreage allotment
base under subsection (e¢) (1) of this sec-
tion, the acreage regarded as planted to cot-
ton under Public Law 12, 79th Cong.) dur-
ing the same period of years used for such
apportionment for 1950, plus the acreage
added in each county in 1950 for minimum
small farm allotments adjusted upward or
downward by the percentage by which the
1951 State acreage allotment is above or below
the 1850 State acreage allotment:
That the State committee shall reserve an
adequate acreage not exceeding 10 percent of
the State acreage allotment (15 percent if the
State's 1948 planted acreage was in excess
of 1,000,000 acres and less than half of its
1943 allotment) which shall be used (A) for
adjustments in county allotments for trends
in acreage, for abnormal conditions adversely
affecting plantings, for incomplete or inac-
curate basic county cotton data, and, upon
proper showing by the county committee, for
inequitable county allotments; and (B) for
new farms, small farms, for farms adversely
affected by abnormal conditions affecting
plantings, and for adjustments by the county
committee in other farm acreage allotments
in counties in which the 15 percent reserve is
insufficient to provide equitable farm allot-
ments.

“(2) The State acreage allotment for cot=
ton for 1052 shall be apportioned to counties
on the basis of the acreage planted to cotton
during the years 1948, 1947, 1948, and 1950,
plus the additional acreage added in each
county in 1950 for minimum small-farm al-
lotments adjusted upward or downward by
the percentage by which the 1952 State acre-
age allotment is above or below the 1850
State acreage allotment: Provided, That the
State committee shall reserve an adequate
acreage not exceeding 10 percent of the State
acreage allotment (15 percent if the State's
1948 planned acreage was in excess of 1,000,
000 acres and less than half of its 1943 allot-
ment) which shall be used (A) for adjust-
ments in county allotments for trends in
acreage, for abnormal conditions adversely
affecting plantings, for incomplete or inac-
curate basic county cotton data, and, upon
proper showing by the county committee for
inequitable county allotments; and (B) for
new farms, small farms, for farms adversely
affected by abnormal conditions affecting
plantings, and for adjustments by the county
committee in other farm acreage allotments
in counties in which the 15 percent reserve is
insufficient to provide eguitable farm allot=-
ments.

“(3) The State acreage allotment for cot-
ton for 1953 and subsequent years shall be
apportioned to counties on the basis of the
acreage planted to cotton during the same
years as are used in apportioning the na-
tional acreage allotment to the States under
subsection (b) of this section: Provided,
That the State committee shall reserve an
adequate acreage not exceeding 10 percent of
the State acreage allotment (15 percent if
the State’s 1048 planted acreage was In excess
of 1,000,000 acres and less than half of its
1943 allotment) which shall be used (A) for
adjustments in county allotments for trends
in acreage, for abnormal conditions adversely
affecting plantings, for incomplete or inac-
eurate basle county cotton data, and, upon
proper showing by the county committee, for
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inequitable county allotments; and (B) for
new farms, small farms, for farms adversely
affected by abnormal conditions affecting
plantings, and for adjustments by the county
committee in other farm-acreage allotments
in counties in which the 156 percent reserve
is insufficient to provide equitable farm allot-
ments.

6. Subsectlon (f) is amended to read as
follows:

“(f) (1) The county acreage allotment,
less the acreage reserved under paragraph
(8) of this subsection, shall be apportioned
in 1951 and 1952 to farms on which cotton
has been planted (or regarded as planted
under Public Law 12, 79th Cong.) In any
one of the 8 years immediately preceding the
year for which such allotment is determined,
on the basis of the acreage allotments estab-
lished for such farms (without deduction for
acreage surrendered in 1950) for the imme-
diately preceding year, with such adjust-
ments as the county committee deems nec-
eseary for errors in basic farm data: Pro-
vided, That if the allotment base for any
farm for the 1951 crop is less than the larger
of 65 percent of the average acreage planted
to cotton (including the acreage regarded as
planted to cotton under Public Law 12, 79th
Cong.) on the farm in 1946, 1847, and
1948, or 45 percent of the highest acre-
age planted to cotton (including the acreage
regarded as planted to cotton under Pub-
He Law 12, 79th Cong.) on the farm
in any one of such 3 years, the county
committee, upon application in writing by
the owner or operator of the farm within
such reasonable period of time as the Secre-
tary may prescribe, shall increase the allot=
ment base for such farm to the larger of such
acreage as determined by the county com-
mittee upon a proper showing of the facts,
but such allotment base shall not be in-
creased by reason of this proviso to an
acreage In excess of 40 percent of the acre-
age on the farm which is tilled annually or
in regular rotation, as determined under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary.

*“(2) The county acreage allotment, less
the acreage reserved under paragraph (3)
of this subsection, shall be apportioned in
1953 and subsequent years to farms on which
cotton bas been planted in any one of the
3 years immediately g the year for
which such allotment is determined, on the
basis of the average acreage planted to cot-
ton on the farm in such 3-year period.

*(8) The county committee shall reserve
an adequate acreage not exceeding 15 per-
cent of the county allotment which shall be
used for (A) making such adjustments in
the farm-acreage allotments established un-
der paragraph (1) or (2) as may be neces-
gary to provide allotments which the county
committee determines are fair and equit-

‘@ble in relation to land, labor, and equip=-

ment available for the production of cotton,
crop-rotation practices, and abnormal con-
ditions of production; and (B) establishing
allotments for farms on which cotton was
not planted (or regarded as planted under
Public Law 12, T9th Cong.) during any of
the 3 calendar years immediately preced-
ing the year for which the allotment is
made, on the basis of land, labor, and equip-
ment available for the production of cotton
and crop-rotation practices: Provided, That
not less than 20 percent of the acreage re=
gerved under this subsection shall, to the
extent required, be allotted upon such basis
as the Secretary deems fair and reasonable
to farms, if any, receiving allotments of not
exceeding 10 acres under other provisions
of this subsection.

“(4) Any part of the acreage allotted to
individual farms in any county under the
provisions of this subsection which is volun-
tarily surrendered to the county committes
ghall be deducted from the allotments to
such farms and may be reapportioned, under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, to
other farms in the same county, including
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small farms, receiving allotments which the
county committee determines are inadequate
and not representative in view of the past
production of cotton on the farms and to
new farms in such county. Any transfer of
acreage in 1950 shall not operate to reduce
the allotment base for any subsequent year
for the farm from which such acreage is
transferred, unless cotton was not planted
{or regarded as planted under Public Law
12, 79th Cong.) on such farm in 1947, 1948,
or 1850. Any sacreage so released and not
reapportioned by the county committee in
accordance with the foregoing provisions
of this paragraph shall be added to the
State reserve under subsection (e) of this
section and be available for the purposes
specified therein,

(5) No farm-acreage allotment established
under the provisions of this section for any
year shall exceed an acreage in excess of 50
per centum of the acreage on the farm
which was tilled annually or in regular ro-
tation, as determined under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary: Provided, That
the county commitiee may, by the use of
the county reserve, increase any farm-acre-
age allotment up to 55 per centum of such
acreage: Provided further, That if the na-

'tional acreage allotment is more than

twenty-one million acres, the farm acreage
allotment limitations in this paragraph
shall be increased by the same percentage
that the national acreage allotment is in
excess of twenty-one milllon acres: And
provided jfurther, That any part of the
county acreage allotment not apportioned
by reason of the lmitation in this para-
graph shall be added to the State reserve
under subsection (e) of this section and be
available for the purposes specified therein.”

7. Bubsection (g) is amended as follows:

*(g) Notwithstanding the foregoing pro=-
visions of this section and section 347—

(1) State, county, and farm-acreage al=
lotments and yields for cotton shall be es-
tablished in conformity with Public Law 28,
Eighty-first Congress;

*“(2) for any farm on which the acreage
planted to cotton in any year is less than
the farm-acreage allotment for such year by
not more than the larger of 10 percent
of the allotment or one acre, an acreage
equal to the farm-acreage allotment shall be
deemed to be the acreage planted to cotton
on such farm, and the additional acreage
added to the cotton-acreage history for the
farm shall be added to the cotton-acreage
history for the county and State;

“(3) the additional acreage planted to
cotton pursuant to paragraph (5) of subsec-
tion (f) of this section as amended prior to
the enactment of this act shall be taken
into account in establishing future State
and county allotments;

“(4) in any State in which more than one-
half of the cotton allotments established
for the 1950 crop, for farms on which cot-
ton was planted (or regarded as planted
under Public Law 12, 7T9th Cong.) in 19485,
10947, or 1948, were 5 acres or less, the county
committee may, with the approval of the
State committee, adjust downward any farm
acreage allotment base for the 1951 or 1852
crop so that such farm acreage ecllotment
base shall not be less than the average acre-
age planted to cotton (including the acreage
regarded as planted to cotton under-Public
Law 12, 78th Cong.) on the farm in 1946,
1947, and 1948;

5. Add a new subsection (m) as follows:

“(m) Notwithstanding any other provi-
glons of law—

“(1) the Secretary shall establish acreage
allotments for each of the 1951 and 1952
crops of cotton (other than extra long sta-
ple cotton) although a national marketing
quota for each such crop is not proclaimed
or not in effect under the provisions of this
title. In establishing such allotments, the
Becretary shall compute a national market-
ing quota which shall be converted into a
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national acreage allotment and apportioned
in accordance with the foregoing provisions
of this section and any acreage planted in
excess of any such allotment shall not be
taken into account in establishing futuras
State, county, and farm acreage allotments,
as provided in section 344 (i).

“(2) producers who do not comply with
such allotments shall not be eligible for
price support.”

Sec. 2. Section 847 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“LONG STAPLE COTTON

*“Sec. 347. (a) Except as otherwise provided
by this section, the provisions of this part
shall not apply to extra long staple cotton
which is produced from pure strain varieties
of the Barbadense species, or any hybrid
thereof, or other similar types of extra long
staple cotton designated by the BSecretary
having characteristics needed for various end
uses for which American upland cotton is
not suitable, and grown in irrigated cotton-
growing regions of the United States desig-
nated by the Secretary or other areas desig-
nated by the Secretary as suitable for the
production of such varieties or types.

*(b) Whenever during any calendar year,

not later than Cctober 15, the Secretary de-"

termines that the total supply of cotton de-
scribed in subsection (a) for the marketing
year beginning in such calendar year will
exceed the normal supply thereof for such
marketing year by more than 8 percent,
the Secretary shall proclaim such fact and
a national marketing quota shall be in effect
for the crop of such cotton produced in the
next calendar year: Provided, That the Sec-
revary may exempt from such quota any
variety or type of such cotton if he deter=
mines that the total supply of such variety
or type does not exceed the demand therefor,
but such exemption shall apply only to such
cotton which is produced in irrigated cotton-
growing regions of the United States desig-
nated by the SBecretary or other areas desig-
nated by the Secretary as suitable for the
production of such varieties or types. The
Secretary shall also determine and specify
in such proclamation the amount of the na-
tional marketing quota in terms of the quan-
tity of cotton described in subsection (a)
adequate to make available a normal supply
of such cotton, taking into account (1) the
estimated carry-over at the beginning of the
marketing year which begins in the next
calendar year, (2) the estimated production
during the next calendar year of any varieties
or types exempted pursuant to this subsec-
tion, and (3) the estimated imports during
such marketing year. The national market-
ing quota for cotton described in subsection
(a) for any year shall not be less than the
smaller of 30,000 bales or a number of bales
equal to 30 percent of the estimated domes=
tic consumption plus exports for such cotton
for the marketing year beginning in the
calendar year in which such quota is pro=-
claimed, less the estimated production from
exempt varieties and types of such cotton
to be produced from the crop for which the
quota is proclaimed.

“(ec) All provisions of this act, except sec=
tion 3842, subsections (c), (e) (1), (h), (k),
and (1) of section 344, and the provisions
relating to minimum small farm allotments,
shall, insofar as applicable, apply to market-
ing quotas and acreage allotments authorized
by this section: Provided, That the appli-
cable penalty rate for such cotton under sec-
tlon 346 shall be 50 percent of the parity
price for American-Egyptian cotton as of
the date specified therein. The national
acreage allotment for 1951 shall be appor-
tioned to the States on the basis of the
acreage planted to such cotton in the State
during the years 1046, 1947, 1948, and 1950,
with adjustments for trends in acreage and
for abnormal weather conditions during such
period. The State acreage allotment for 1951
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shall be apportioned to counties on the
same basis as is required for such apportion=
ment in 1952. Farm acreage allotments for
1951 and subsequent years shall be estab-
lished in accordance with the provisions of
subsection (f) of section 344.

“(d) Unless marketing quotas are in ef-
fect under subsection (b) of this section,
the penalty provisions of section 346 shall
not apply to any cotton the staple of which
is 114 inches or more in length.

“(e) The exemptions authorized by sub-
sections (a), (b), and (d) of this section
shall not apply unless the cotton is ginned
on a roller-type gin.”

Sec. 3. The Agricultural Act of 1949 is
amended, effective with respect to the 1950
and subsequent crops of cotton, as follows:

1. Add a new subsection (f) at the end of
section 101 of such act, reading as follows:

“{f) The provisions of this act relating
to price support for cotton shall apply sev-
erally to (1) American upland cotton and (2)
extra long staple cotton described in sec-
tion 347 (a) of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1928, as amended, and ginned on a
roller-type gin, except that the parity price
for American-Egyptian cotton shall be used
in determining the support level for all
cotton described in such section 347 (a).
Disapproval by producers of any quota pro-
claimed under such section 347 shall place
into effect the provisions of section 101 (d)
(3) of this act with respect to all extra long
staple cotton described in subsection (a)
of such section 347, regardless of whether
certain types or varietles of such cotton
were exempt from the quota.”

2. Add, in the last sentence of section 403
of such act, following the words “the stand-
ard grade”, the words “of American upland
cotton” and add a new sentence at the end
of section 403 reading as follows: “For extra
long staple cotton as defined in section 347
(a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended; the standard grade for
parity and price support shall be grade
No. 2 of 1%-inch staple length.”

3. Add a new section 420 to such act, read-
ing as follows:

"Sec. 420. Any price support program in
effect on cottonseed or any of its products
shall likewise be extended to the same seed
and products of the cottons defined under
section 847 (a) of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended.”

SEc. 4. a. That section 358 of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
be amended (1) by striking out the proviso
in the last sentence of subsection (a) and
ingserting a period in lieu of the colon pre-
ceding the proviso; and

{2) by changing subsection (c) to read as
follows:

“(c) The national acreage allotment shall

be apportioned among the States on the basis .

of the average acreage of peanuts harvested
for nuts in the State in the 5 years preceding
the year in which the national allotment is
determined, with adjustments for trends, ab-
normal conditions of production, and, for
the crop produced in the calendar years 1952
and thereafter, the State peanut acreage
allotment for the crop immediately preceding
the crop for which the allotment hereunder
is established: Provided, That for the second
or third year of any 3-year period for which
marketing quotas have been approved, the
acreage allotment for each State for such year
shall be increased above or decreased helow
the allotment for the State for the imme-
diately preceding year by the same per-
centage as the national marketing quota for
such year is increased above or decreased
below the national marketing gquota for the
preceding year.”

b. Subsection (c¢) of section 359 of the Ag-
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amend=
ed, is smended by adding thereto the
following sentence: “The provisions of this
title, except subsection (b) of section 358,
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and the Agricultural Act of 1949 shall apply
to each of the. following groups of peanuts
severally:

“(1) Virginia and Valencia types; and

“(2) Spanish and Runner types.”

PROPOSED NEW SECTION 11 TO H. R. 9109

c. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended, is amended (1) by adding at
the end of subsection (a) of section 359 a,
new sentence as follows: “Notwithstanding
the foregoing provisions of this subsection,
no refund of any penalty shall be made be-
cause of peanuts kept on the farm for seed or
for home consumption.”; (2) by striking out
the last sentence of subsection (b) of sec-
tion 372 and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: “The person liable for payment
or collection of the penalty shall be liable
elso for Interest thereon at the rate of 6
percent per annum from the date the penalty
becomes due until the date of payment of
such penalty. The amount of such penalties
and interest thereon shall be covered into the
general fund of the Treasury of the United
States.”; and (3) by designating the present
provisions of section 376 as subsection “(a)"
and adding to such section a new subsection
as follows:

*(b) Any cause of action to recover penal-
ties arising under the provisions of this title
shall survive the death of the person liable
for the payment or collection thereof, and
an action to recover such penalties may be
brought against the administrator or execu-
tor of such decedent. No action to recover
penalties shall abate by reason of the death of
the party liable for the payment or collection
thereof, and any such action, upon substitu-
tion of party, may be continued against the
administrator or executor of such decedent,

d. This section shall become effective be-
ginning with the 1951 crop of peanuts.

Sec. b. The provisions of sections 1, 2, and 5
of this act shall become effective with respect
to the 1551 cotton and peanut crops and
nothing therein shall be deemed to modify
or amend existing law relating to acreage
allotments and marketing quotas for the
1950 cotton and peanut crops: Provided, That
the provisions of section 3 of this act shall
be effective for the 1950 crop for the purposes
of section 4 of this act. All other provisions
of this act shall become effective upon enact-
ment.

Sec. 6. The first sentence of section 363 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, is amended to read as follows:
“Any farmer who is dissatisfied with his farm
marketing quota may, within 15 days after
mailing to him of notice as provided in sec-
tion 362, have such quota reviewed by a
local review committee composed of three
farmers from the same or nearby countles
appointed by the Secretary.”

Passed the House of Representatives July
81, 1950.

Attest: Ralph R. Roberts, Clerk.

Cotton allotments on an acreage allocation
of 21,500,000

H, R. 9109

State Present | §'its orjg- [H- R. 9109

law inal formn |8 revised

Alabama..._........ 1,563,000 | 1,570,000 | 1,571, 604

Arizona. .. 227, 000 2, , 372

Artkansas__ 1,921, 407 1,921,407 | 1,921,407
2

California.




1950

Apportionment of 1951 and 1952 minimum
national acreage allotment under provi-
sions of H. R. 9109, Senatle committee print,
Aug. 30, 1950, based on national baleage
quotas of 13,500,000 and 11,500,600 bales,
respectively 1

1051 allotment | 1952 allotment

Etate (13,500,600 11 0G0

bales) bales)

Ambama ... ..., 2,176, 347 1,844,118
Arizona. ... N 510, 691 266, 687
Arkansas.__ = 2, 060, GO0 2, 343, 384
California__ . 880, B17 685, 270
Florida..... e 47, 904 40, 130
Geo : 1,850, 857 1, 500, 501
linois__ ™ &, 737 4, 836
Kangas - 206 87
Kentucky.. J 18, 097 14,518
Louisiana. . 1, 220, 530 1,040, 759
M fssissip 337,70 2,852,703
Missouri. 640, 201 550, 346
Jevada. . 122 130
New Mexieo___.. 235, 307 203, 058
North Carolina.. 075, 065 832,421
T 1,645, 572 1,302, 168
Eouth Carolina__ 1, 446, 448 1, 297, 868
BNNeSsen. ... o7, 007 853, 544
R I e el 10, 575,114 9, 155, 443
Virginia. . aiae a7, 17 33,881
United States_.._. 29, 079, 000 24,771, 000

! These allotments subject to minor changes due to re-
vision of basic data,
Prepared in PM A Cotton Branch, Sept, 5, 1850,

FELICITATIONS TO MEMBERS OF THE
SENATE

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, before
the Senator from Illinois makes a motion
to adjourn, in line with the concurrent
resolution which has already been
agreed to, I should like to make a brief
statement with respect to a number of
Senators, close friends and associates,
who are leaving the Senate and will not
return in January next. Irefer to Demo-
cratic Senators, the Senator from Cali-
‘fornia [Mr. DownEY], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. GrRaxaM], the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Leany]l, the
Senator from Florida [Mr, PeerEr], the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. TayLorl, the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAs],
and the Senator from EKentucky [Mr.
Wirners]; and Republican Senators, the
Senator from EKansas [Mr. Darsy], and
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
GurNEY]. Mr. President, most of the
Senators have been Members of this body
during the past 2 years. Some have been
Members only for a short time, particu-
larly the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. LearY] and the Senator from Kan-
sas [Mr. Darey].

My association with these Senators
has been most pleasant, and one which
will be enshrined in my memory as long
as I live. All these men are worthy of
their steel, they are honorable men, they
are men who have given the best that
was in them in promoting the general
welfare of our country. They are all
patriotic men, they are all men who
were indefatigable workers, industrious
at all times while they were serving on
the various committees of the Senate,
and they have given close attention to
the measures considered on the floor
of the Senate.

In bidding them farewell, I do so with
the feeling that they have performed
their work well. I wish them all good
fortune in any undertaking with which
they may proceed as they move out into
their States again. It is the hope of
the Senator from Illinois that these men
will return to the Senate from time to
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time and visit with those who will be
running the Senate in the years to come,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, I de-
sire to thank the distinguished majority
leader for his observations regarding the
Senators who are not to return, at least
in the next Congress. I wish to say to
the majority leader, however, that we
are not taking a sine die adjournment,
and I hope that at least every Republi-
can he has mentioned will be back here
November 27. I also hope from the bot-
tom of my heart that those he has men-
tioned as fterminating their service will
also be with us, and visit without regard
to the center aisle.

Certainly it has been a pleasure to
know these men and to work with them,
Human nafure is pretty much the same,
and if we were in their shoes, we would
be doing about the same they are doing.
I have learned that in my 8 years in the
Senate. I hope they will return not only
November 27, but when their terms are
finished finally that they will feel that
the latch string of the United States Sen-
ate is always out, and that they will come
back and again exchange the friendly
salutations and enjoy the pleasant rela-
tionships we have had in this select
body.

THE MAJORITY LEADER

Mr. HILL. I was very much pleased
to hear the fine words of tribute which
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. McFar-
1anp] paid earlier today to our distin-
guished majority leader, the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Lucas]. I should like
to associate myself with the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. McFarranD] and join
with him in his words of tribute to the
distinguished majority leader.

As Senators may recall, it has been my
privilegze and honor on different occa-
sions to be the acting majority leader of
the Senate. I think I have some idea of
the exacting, difficult, and perplexing
duties of the majority leader of the Sen-
ate. He must possess tact, patience,
great industry, high courage, and an out-
standing capacity for reconciling views
and closing ranks, as well as for leading
men to sound and constructive action.
The distinguished Senator from Illinois
has met the test of this position, He has
measured up to the highest and best tra-
ditions of the position. Under his lead-
ership the Senate has rendered many
fine and constructive services, of great
importance and of great significance to
the country. The Senator from Illinois
deserves the best, and I join with the
distinguished Senator from Arizona [Mr.
McFarranp] in congratulating and com-
mending him.

Mr., HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to pay tribute to our able, conscien-
tious, and distinguished majority leader,
the Senior Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Lucas). He has shouldered a tremen-
dous burden in his direction of the work
of the Eighty-first Congress. He has
been guided by his convictions and his
faith in democratic prineiples, The ma-
jority leader, despite the differences
which necessarily exist in the Senate,
has guided and directed the passage of
a great deal of legislation outlined in the
Democratic platform. Iam confident he
will return to the Senate to complete the
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unfinished tasks that are before us. We
need his leadership, his mature under-
standing that comes from years of ex-
perience. I am sure that the people of
the great State of Tlinois will reward his
valiant service by reelecting him,

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, I cannot let this occasion pass
without saying to the majority leader
that I hope that on the first Tuesday
after the first Monday in November he
will get a renewed coniract and come
back here to spend a long time with us.
I cannot think of any position that is
tougher than that of being a floor leader,
either majority or minority. We are a
pretty hard crew to work with. We have
our separate ways to go. We have our
individual problems. We can see our
own problems much easier than we can
see those of the other fellow; but that is
only human nature. We push and haul
and do everything we can to get the par-
ticular matter in which we are interested
done, and we have to push it along.

The floor leader has to stand the brunt
of all that, he has to take it on the
chin, and he has to keep us all satisfied,
as nearly as he can. There is one way
a majority leader can do all that. He
can keep everybody happy for a while
by promising everyone everything he
wants. But finally he would get caught
un in that kind of a game, and would be
in a worse position than he would have
been in had he been tough with all his
colleagues.

Our majority leader has not been tough
with us. He has been firm, he has been
straightforward. He has told us when
he could not permit certain things to
be done, and when certain requests we
have made could not be granted he has
told us so frankly, and we have accepted
his decision.

To prove how well the majority lead-
er has handled his exacting task, I have
only to refer to the fine feeling which
exists on the majority side of the aisle,
We come from different parts of the
country, with different political philos-
ophies, even though we belong to one
party. But if there is any Senator on
the majority side who does not hold the
Senator from Illinois in the highest re-
gard, and look upon him with the
greatest respect, then I do not know
what I am talking about. I say again
that he has had a difficult task, he has
performed it well, and once more I ex-
press my hope about the renewed con-
tract in November.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I take
this opportunity, as one Member of the
minority, to express my appreciation for
the fine service and conscientious en-
deavor and high integrity of the mi-
nority leader, the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. WHERRY].

I am confident that those of us who
have worked with him and those of us
who have observed his work are unani-
mous in our gratitude for his knowledge
and industry, for his constant courage
and clarity of thought. I think the Sen-
ator is to be congratulated, not alone on
the fact that he has been here consist=
ently in the performance of his duties
but because of the high character of that
performance.
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As one member of the minority, I take
this opportunity to pay this word of trib-
ute and appreciation and good wishes to
our minority leader, the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should
like to associate myself with the remarks
made by the distinguished Senator from
Missouri.,

TRIBUTE TO SENATE OFFICERS AND
ATTACHES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I
rise for the purpose of paying tribute
to the very gallant young soldiers of
democracy who are up on the platform
just ahead of me, the page boys of the
United States Senate.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator.

Mr. DONNELL., Would the Senator be
good enough to include the page boys on
the Republican side?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Certainly; I speak
not only in a bipartisan spirit but in a
nonpartisan spirit,

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to express
my regard and affection for these young
boys who make up the corps of Senate
pages. They have always been kind and
courteous to me. As we all know, they
have to go to school in the morning, &nd
in order to get there must rise bright
and early, and yet they are here and
perform their duties in the Senate all day
with alaerity and courtesy.

I express the hope that they will al-
ways be most guarded about comment-
ing on conduct of Members of the Senate,
that they will always say very fine things
about us when they go back to their
friends and neighbors.

Mr. President, I also wish to pay trib-
ute to those able and loyal servants of
the Senate, the Senate Official Reporters
of Debates, who have certainly more
than earned the respect and confidence
of every Member of this honorable body.
I have always found the Reporters’ Office
most cordial and cooperative, and I
personally wish to express my thanks to
all the members of the corps and their
staff,

Then I turn around and look toward
the members of the fourth estate, those
who are members of the press and the
radio force. I marvel that they still pre-
serve their good sense of humor and at
the same time preserve their great pro-
fessional abilities. They have certainly
done marvelous work in their reporting,
and have taken the measure of democ-
racy, rough as it is at times, in stride.

Also, as one Member of the Senate, I
wish to thank the Secretary of the Senate
and the Sergeant at Arms for all their
hospitality and the courtesies they have
extended. ]
PROBLEM CONFRONTING RESERVE OFFI-

CERS ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED

STATES

Mr, CAIN. Mr. President, under re-
cent dates the junior Senator from
Washington has exchanged letters with
Brig, Gen. E. A. Evans, USAR, execu-
tive director of the Reserve Officers
Association of the United States. These
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letters were written about a problem
of some importance which confronts,
in the opinion of the Senator from
Washington, the Reserve officers of
America. General Evans believes that
the problem has been overstated. In
order to advise the Senate about the
question of how Reserve officers might
best be used should total mobilization
become the order of the day and so that
every interested Reserve officer can have
my report available to him I ask unani-
mous consent that the letters which
passed between General Evans and my-
self and the report in question on Re-
serve activities be printed in the body
of the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the cor-
respondence and report were ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

SEPTEMBER 23, 1950.
Gen. E. A, Evans,
Ezxecutive Director, Reserve Officers
Association of the United States,
2517 Connecticut Avenue NW.,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear GENERAL Evans: I have before
me your very frank and interesting letter of
Beptember 15 and I want to thank You
for it. Your letter takes issue with a por-
tion of the report which I offered to the
Senate on September 11, 1950,

As you have noted from the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp it was my purpose while in Europe
and the Near East to study several aspects
and phases of our Nation’s military activi-
ties and those of the members of the At-
lantic Pact. Included within my mission
was a study of Reserve problems and needs
of the Army in the European Command.

As a result of this study it seemed ap-
parent and obvious to me that the termi-
nal leave promotions which were granted to
thousands of AUS officers immediately after
‘World War II would constitute a real and
difficult problem in the event of a coming
full or total mobilization. In my report
to the Benate I discussed this gquestion as
frankly and honestly as I could. I have
not presumed to feel that my estimate or
evaluation of the subject is the last or best
word on the question. I thought the prob-
lem was deserving of serious consideration
by those concerned within the Department
of the Army and I knew that the Congress,
which must write and approve legislation on
any military question requiring action, was
entitled to have the terminal leave guestion
brought to its attention.

It was completely proper for me as a Re=
serve officer on active duty who was ase
signed to Headquarters, European Command,
for the purpose of inspecting Reserve ac-
tivities to submit the report which I gave
in the Senate and forwarded to the Depart-
ment of the Army and it was likewise very
proper for you, as the Executive Director of
ROA, National Headguarters, to take excep-
tion to the portions of the report which did
not coincide with your established views. I
am inclined to believe from your friendly
letter that you do not admit the existence
of a problem. On the other hand I may have
overstated what I concelved to be a prob-
lem. Certainly it will be of considerable ben-
efit to Reserve officers and to the Congress
and to citizens generally for the Depart-
ment of the Army to examine my findings
and your criticisms. By this means the De-
partment of the Army can develop a policy
which is clear and reasonable and which
can be understood and supported by the
Congress which must pass on and author-
ize the required expenditures of taxes
which come from all citizens.

It is my intention to offer your eriticisms
and my terminal leave promotions report,
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together with the exchange of letters be-
tween us for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
When this has been accomplished everyone
who ts interested can puzzle over the ques-
tion for himself. I expect to have some
reprints made of the CoNcrEssioNaL REcorp
insertion and these reprints will be made
available on request to anyone who is con-
cerned.

I keenly appreciated the friendly and
clear character of your letter. As a Reserve
officer I hold you and your office in high
regard. Both of us are justifiably proud of
the commissions which we have earned in
the Reserve Corps. I am of the considered
conviction that both of us are presently
working to protect and increase the effective-
ness of a corps which has achieved so much
for the good of our Nation.

With warm personal regards, I am

Most sincerely,
HARRY P. CaAIN,

Mr. President, the fourth assignment the
Senator from Washington took to Europe
was this: D. To inspect Reserve activities
of the Army in the European command.

Aside from being able to state that Reserve
personnel on extended active duty are effi-
clently performing their duties my study of
the question was largely restricted to one
subject. I thought quite a lot about the
role and assignments of the Reserve officer
in the event of a full or total mobilization,
I have endeavored to commit the problem,
possible courses of action and some recom-
mendations to paper. It is likely that the
Department of Defense will wish to consider
these views and I should think that the
Senate Armed Services Committee, as well
as the citizen who pays the bills, will find
them provocative.

This Reserve officer problem is an interest-
ing one to think about. It came about be-
cause of what must have been our national
conviction that the possibility of war would
never again be before us in our lifetime.
This problem indicates how very little any
of us can prejudge the future,

Problem: To obtain the immediate and
efficient utilization of Reserve officer per-
sonnel in a national emergency at a reason-
able cost to the taxpayer with the minimum
morale problem for the majority of the
Armed Forces personnel.

(a) Immediate utilization requires a pro-
portionate number of officers in each grade
g0 that units can be formed with full officer
complement as soon after M-day as possible.

(b) Efficient utilization requires each offi-
cer to be fully qualified to perform and
accept the responsibilities of his grade and
position.

(c) Reasonable cost entalls paying the
wage of the grade held, only, to those who
are able to satisfactorily perform the duties
of that grade.

(d) Morale problem requires consideration
of all persons in the Regular, Reserve, or
Citizen Army, and granting grades based
primarily on proven ability and then con=
sidering length of service.

Background: 1. The one incident which
makes solution of the problem difficult was
the terminal-leave promotions. This inci-
dent attacks all four points of the problem
in the following way:

(&) By the end of World War II the ex-
panded Army had through experience found
the proper proportion of officers needed in
each grade. They had also found that
proper balance would not contemplate the
rapid promotion of all officers without seri-
ous unexpected losses in the senior grades.
However, immediately after World War II, a
large number of AUS officers were given one
grade promotion in the Reserve based pri-
marily on length of service in grade. This
resulted in a seriously over-graded Reserve
which could not be immediately utilized be-
cause their grades would not be in propor-
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tion to the officer grades required for the
units needed.

(b) These terminal leave promotions also
impaired the efficiency of the Reserve officers.
Many officers durlng World War II reached
the highest grade they were capable of serv=-
ing in and there performed an excellent job.
However, commanders would not recommend
them for promotion because they had
reached their individual peak. The terminal
leave promotions which were baslcally on
length of service in grade and secondly on
an average of their efliciency rating per-
mitted promotion of a very high percentage
of all nonregulaer officers. The majority of
these officers had never served in positions
calling for their new grade and in many
cases were not qualified to fill such positions,
Therefore, today we cannot expect efiicient
gervice from the majority of these officers if
called to duty in their higher grades.

¢. The Reserve now has thousands of of-
ficers with war experience which experience
is needed in another emergency. World War
II also taught us that the taxpayer dollars
to be properly expended, required a careful
review to establish in units only such officer
grades as were necessary based on the re-
sponsibility of the position. To utilize to
the maximum the war experience of our
Reserves will mean calling them into service
with their terminal leave promotion grades
and thus give us an over-graded army with
an unreasonable cost to the taxpayer.

d. Calling of large numbers of Reserve
personnel to duty in their terminal-leave
grades will create a morale problem since
commanders will not have confidence in their
ability to perform the duties of their grade;
troops will be, hesitant to follow officers serv-
ing in grades they have not proven they can
fill; fellow officers will know of their limita-
tion and many Regulars and Reserves who
remained on active duty will then be junior
to Reservists who had served under them
during World War II and who since the war
have been in clvillan life with only a mini-
mum of military training.

2. A second incident which must be con-
sidered in the problem, particularly as it
affects efflclency and morale was the loss of
grade by Regular officers:

a. Pre-World War II Regular officers who
had been promoted during the bar based on
their proven ability found themselves de-
moted in 1946 at least one grade unless they
were very senior in permanent grade. At
present they have no claim to their old
grade nor does their long seniority in tem-
porary grade make them eligible for present
temporary promotion.

b. The newly integrated Regular officers
had in many cases held higher temporary or

. Reserve grades but lost such when given
Regular appointments. Since the integra-
tion program was competitive and efficlency
was a primary consideration, we must as-
sume that they were better officers than
those who falled in their try for Regular
status. Yet the Reserves who failed in most
cases now have higher Reserve grades based
on terminal-leave promotions and in an
emergency will become senior to both types
of Regular officer,

Examples: 1. Here we will consider three
typical officers assigned to a combat regiment
as it ended the war in Europe in 1945, The
regimental commander, a Regular Army
colonel from the West Point class of 1934.
The regimental executive, a lieutenant colo-
nel, Reserve, who was initially commissioned
in the Reserve in 1938 and promoted to lieu-
tenant colonel in 1943. A battalion com-
mander, also a lieutenant colonel, AUS, who
entered OCS in 1941 and became a lieutenant
colonel in 1944,

In 1848 both Reserve officers apply for
Regular Army, and the same year, the regi-
mental commander is reduced to the grade
of lieutenant colonel. In 1947, both Reserve
officers are given Reserve commissions as
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colonel and shortly thereafter the regimental
executive is integrated intn the Regular
Army and loses his Reserve colonel rating.
The battalion commander who failed the in-
tegration tests reverted to civilian status and
for the next 3 years attends 30 drills per
year and 2 weeks camp per year. Each of
12 2 weeks camps in the grade of colonel.

In 1950, with an emergency, he returns vo
duty as a colonel. Since our expansion is
s'ow and since we have many Reserve ofilcers
in high grades to step into the vacancies in
the new units the two Regular officers may
remain junior to this officer for some time
and actually be assigned to the same regi-
ment with new positions. The full-time duty
from 1947 to 1950 for the Regulars would
not give them the opportunity to advance
oa their proven ability as against the Re-
serve who falled integration and had limited
active duty during the past 3 years.

2. A second example considers three Re-
serve lieutenant colonels who in 1946 applied
for integration. Lieutenant Colonel "A"
ranks from January 1943; Lieutenant Colonel
“B" ranks from October 1943; Lieutenant
Colonel “C" ranks from January 1944. In
1947 all are given the Reserve rank of colonel
and remain on active duty as lieutenant colo=
nels, Lieutenant Colonel “A” is given a
Regular commission in July 1847 while the
other two are notified of their fallure to
qualify, In February 1950, Lieutenant Colo-
nel “C" is relieved from active duty under
phase II. In July 1950, Lieutenant Colonel
“C" has 2 weeks active duty training as a
colonel.

In a national emergency Colonel “C" is
called’ to duty as a colonel with 2 weeks’
seniority. Lieutenant Colonel “B"” no longer
volunteers for duty as a lieutenant colonel
and therefore moves into his Reserve grade
of colonel. Lieutenant Colonel "A" who be-
cause of age is only a permanent major is
not considered for temporary promotion to
colonel. Thus we see the officer released
under phase II, for low efficlency as a lieu-
tenant colonel, hecoming the senior of the
three while the senior in temporary grade
and the only one to successfully qualify for
Regular status is the junior not only in date
of rank but actually one grade lower.

Possible courses of action: In an emer-
gency all persons with war service or mili-
tary training are needed.

1. We can call all Reserves to active duty
in their present Reserve grade.

This will not fill our reguirements since
we would then be overgraded. The cost to
the taxpayer would be prohibitive and the
efiiciency of units would be doubtful since
senior officers would not of necessity be of
proven ability for their grade. The morale
of the Regular officer personnel would be
lowered.

2. In addition to one, we could give one
grade promotion to all Regulars.

Although this may raise the morale of the
Regulars it would add more cost to the tax-
payer—not improve efficiency and not make
units immediately available for duty with
officers of the proper grade.

3. Not call Reservists to duty who had
terminal-leave promotions.

This would reduce the available reserves
by a large percent ani deny us the use of
combat experienced officers who had been
capable in the grade in which serving at the
end of World War II.

4. Withdraw all terminal-leave promotions
from Reserve personnel,

This would give the Army sufficient Re-
serve officers to officer, at the proper grades,
an army equal in size to that in being at
the end of World War II. Each position
would be filled with an officer capable of per-
forming the duties of his grade by virtue of
his past experience in that grade. Would
also permit promotion based on proven abil-
ity for all the Regular, Reserve, and civilian
Army personnel on an equal basis. Although
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many Reservists realize this terminal-leave
grade was a gift, this action would create a
morale problem unless proper press releases
were made by the Department,

Additional facts:

1. During World War II many young in-
ductees went to OCS and after being com-
missloned were assigned to new units. In
many cases these officers were promoted to
captain with from 12 to 18 months’ service.
With terminal-leave promotions they at least
have the grade of major and in many cases
that of lieutenant colonel. Thus we find
thous :nds o? field grade Reserve officers under
the age of 30, many now being considered
for Reserve promotions.

2. Regular officers both West Pointers and
integrated cfficers have since World War II
been considered for promotion based mainly
on permanent grades. There are no perma-
nent field grade cficers below the age of 320.
At present, Regular officers are not consid-
ered for temporary promotions to grades
more than one grade above their permanent
grade.

3. Many Regular officers, 35 years of age,
with 6 to 8 years' service as temporary major
and now in permanent grade of captain can-
not be considered for promotion to tempo-
rary lieutenant colonel, while Reservists pro-
moted to major at the same time now have
lieutenant colonel, Reserve grades, and suffi-
clent time in grade to be considered for pro-
motion to colonel.

4, The number of years time in grade re-
quired for a Reserve officer to be eligible for
promotion is based on the actual calendar
years and gives as much credit for the year
spent in the Reserve while employed in civil=
jan pursuits with only drill nights and 2
weeks’ actlve duty, as it does for the Reserve
on extended active duty who is daily per-
forming his military duty.

5. The newly commissioned Reserve offi-
cer with no extended active duty and the
World War II Reserve officer who reverted
to civilian status in 1945 or 1946 will nor-
mally, under present promotion criteria, be
able to reach the grade of colonel several
years hefore the Regular officer who is on
continuous active duty.

6. Prior to World War II, Army Reserve
officers had little or no incentive to remain
in the Reserve and therefore frequent pro-
motions were their only reward. Even then
promotions were not as rapid as today. Now
the Reserve officer is pald for each drill he
attends, receiving a full day’s pay for 2 hours
at night. He has a uniform allowance which
is payable under liberal provisions. He also
has retirement benefits at age 60 with a
liberal retirement pay considering the small
amount of service to the Government. With
satisfactory service he is sure of remaining
in the active Reserve, for he need not go
before periodic selection boards for elimi-
nation consideration as is required for Regu-
lar officers.

7. Following World War II the Army se-
lected for integration into the Regular offi-
cer corps the more efficient wartime officers
and has been giving direct Regular 'Army
commissions to the outstanding ROTC grad-
uates, The other wartime officers and ROTC
graduates have been commissioned in the
Reserve. In the event of another emergency
today or in the future which will require the
call to active duty of all Reserve personnel,
it will invariably be found that under the
present policies the Reserves are in higher
grades than their contemporaries who were
accepted for Regular commissions.

Recommended actions:

1. Immediate-temporary action: Revoke
all terminal-leave promotions except when
the officer has served in the higher grade
during World War II and was reduced dur-
ing the cut-back program, This will give
them the same grades they earned during
the.w7ar and place them on the same level
with the average Regular ofiicer who is still
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serving in the highest grade he earned dur-
 ing World War II.

2. Long-range action: (a) Readjust all per=
manent Reserve commissions using the age
and length of service factors in much the
same manner as was used in determining
the permanent Regular grade for integrated
officers.

(b) After adjustment of the present Re-
serve officers and in the future for all newly
commissioned Reserve officers, assign the Re-
gerves a running mate in the Regular offi-
cer corps. Reserves to retain this assigned
running mate as long as he completes a
minimum of Reserve training each year (i.e.,
50 points and 2 weeks' active-duty training).
Failure to complete minimum training to
drop him back 1 year to seek a new running
mate.

(¢) Reserves to be considered for promo-
tion at the same time as their running mate.
Passover by the Reserve selection board to
be treated In the same manner as for the
Regular and after second passover elimi-
nation of the Reserve to be mandatory.

{(d) In order to put sufficlent force to this
long-range action, legislation should be ob-
tained to support such administrative pro-
cedures. The great expenditure of public
funds for Reserve drill pay, uniforms, and
retirement warrants strong action to see that
only the fully qualified and deserving per-
sonnel are retained. This will also increase
the prestige of the Reserve officer personnel
and avoid placing an unreasonable burden
on the taxpayers by placing on the retired
list only those who have fully earned the
right thereto.

FoorNoTeE—The above discussion is in
general equally applicable to National Guard
officers and “Recommended actions” should
apply to them as well as the Reserve if we
are to maintain a healthy and efficient Na-
tional Guard. The establishment of a com-
mon commission for Reserve and National
Guard officers will permit the placing of the
most competent officers in the most critical
units,

RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION |
oF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington 8, D. C. September 15, 1950.
Hon. Harry P. CaIN,

United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATER CaIN: I am considerably dis-
turbed over your report on Reserve activi-
ties, appearing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of September 11, 1950, which deals primarily
with terminal-leave promotions.

We are fully aware that you, as a Reserve
officer, are vitally interested in the Reserve
program; but we are quite exercised that
this report was apparently issued without
prior attempt on your part to ascertain the
feelings of Reserve officers generally on the
subject of terminal-leave promotions. The
eide of the question which you have pre-
eented may be the viewpoint of certain Reg-
ular officers, but I know that this is not
the present thinking in the Pentagon. It
is my opinion that your viewpoint does not
represent the thinking of most members of
the Regular service, not the least important
of whom happens to be Gen. George C.
Marshall, under whose approval and direc-
tion terminal-leave promotions were granted
when he was Chief of Staff of the War De-
partment. The Department of the Army is
today welcoming for active duty, without
question or anxiety, officers who received
terminal-leave promotions.

Your questioning of the ability of some
ninety-odd-thousand Reserve officers to
properly carry out their in-grade functions
upon being called to active duty will be
severely resented by all concerned, as re=-
servists are proud of their service and con=-
fident of their ability to perform tasks to
which they may be assigned in the event
of national emergencies. Since the close of
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World War II, Reserve officers have been
working hard with their training. They have
attempted to build as strong a Reserve as
circumstances would permit. They have
once again volunteered their service to their
country should they be required; and I am
sure, Senator, that you appreciate the effort
and sacrifices necessary for Reserve officers
to maintain their active commissions.

I would like to comment on several points
which you have raised in criticlsm of ter-
minal-leave promotions.

(a) You mention first that terminal-leave
promotions resulted in a seriously overgrad-
ed Reserve which could not be immediately

utilized because their grades would not be-

in proportion to the officer grades required
for the units needed. This is technically
true if you are thinking only of the Depart-
ment of Army troop basis, which troop basis
takes care of only a portion of our Reserve
officer strength. Should we expand our
Army to its World War II strength of approx-
imately 8,000,000, we would be short of of-
ficers in all grades. Since World War II,
there have been relatively few promotions
in the Reserve, and officers, since the close
of that conflict, are 5 years older. Promo-
tion in the Reserve is based on, among other
things, age in grade and amount of service
in grade, and during the last 5 years Reserve
officers have gained confidence in themselves
in their everyday life and have been acquir-
ing additional leadership and technical qual-
ifications year by year.

(b) ¥You state, Senafor CaN, in your second
point that you cannot exvect efficient serv-
ice from the majority of officers who peceived
terminal-leave promotion if called to duty
in their higher grade; and you further state
that the majority of these officers had never
served in positions called for in their new
grade and, in many cases, were not gualified
to fill such positions. We take gerlous is-
sue on this point, The reason why terminal-
leave promotions were granted by the Chief
of Staff, Gen. George C. Marshall, was be=
cause he believed that officers receiving such
promotions had earned them. It was also
felt that there was no question that these of-
ficers were qualified for promotion, and that
they would have been promoted in nearly
every instance had there been a position va-
cancy. I am not in a position to argue the
point that the majority of these officers had
never served in positions called for in their
new grade, but I do know of many, many
cases where officers had served in positions
calling for a higher grade. It will be grant-
ed that there will always be officers, whether
they be regulars, reservists, or National
Guard men, who may be incapable of per-
forming duties incident to their grade, but
I cannot be a party to any suggestion that
there is any disproportionate number of re-
servists who fall in this category over and
above the number that may exist elsewhere.

(c) Your third point states that to utilize
to the maximum the war experience of our
reservists would mean calling them into
service with their terminal-leave promotion
grades and thus creating an overgraded
Army with an unreasonable cost to the tax-
payer. I feel sure, Senator, that you are
aware of the Army troop list, to which ref-
erence is made previously, which is the basis
of assignment of officers to units. Officers
assigned to organized units are of the proper
number and proper grades, and any surplus
in particular grades exists in the Volunteer
Reserve; in other words, outside of the troop
basis. Those officers who are in grades sur-
plus to the needs of the troop basis will not
be called to active duty until Army expan-
sion is such that they will need these ad-
ditional grades, and therefore there will be
no overgraded Army and no unreasonable
cost to the taxpayer. It 1s interesting to
note that should the Army expand to World
War II slze, we still do not have enough
high-ranking officers in the Reserve and the
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Regulars to meet the requirements in grade
of such an Army.

(d) You state in your fourth point that
the calling of & large number of Reserve
personnel to duty in their terminal-leave
grades will create a morale problem, since
commanders will not have confldence in
their ability to perform duties of their grade,
and that troops will be hesitant to follow
officers serving in grades they have not prov-
en they can fill. I must again, Senator
Carn, take strong issue on this statement. If
we had followed this as a policy during
World War II, there would have been no one,
be he regular, reservist, or Natlonal Guard
man, who was qualified to perform his du-
tles, since very few of these officers, includ-
ing some of our most prominent field com-
manders, previously led troops in battle. I
feel sure, Senator, that you realize as well
as I do that leadership is where you find it.
It is something that is acquired by experi-
ence, whether it is obtained in business, in
industry, or in the service. It most cer-
tainly does not come to an individual be-
cause he happens to be a graduate of a par-
ticular school, or because he comes from a
certain part of the country, or because he
wears size 12 shoes.

If you really want a morale problem on
your hands, I suggest that the Department
of the Army carry out your first recommen-
dation to revoke all terminal-leave promo-
tlons. The result would be a morale prob-
lem that would really be worth while talking
about.

I can assure you that what I have said,
end the thoughts which I have expressed,
represent not only my personal views but
those of my associates and ‘the considered

Judgment of Reserve officers throughout this
Nation.

Yours very sincerely,
E. A. Evans,
Brigadier General, USAR,
Ezecutive Director,

The FRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Farranp in the chair). Before recog-
nizing the Senator from Illinois, who,
the Chair assumes, is about to make a
motion to adjourn, if the Chair may he
permitted to do so, he desires to asso-
ciate himself with and endorse com-
pletely the statement made by the
majority leader with respect to our col-
leagues who are leaving us at the con-
clusion of the Eighty-first Congress. As
he has said, every Member has been and
is a distinguished ornament to this body.
The Chair speaks more personally of the
Members of his own party, and he wants
them to know that they are leaving us
with our warmest friendship and heart-
iest good wishes for long life, health,
and happiness.

The Chair wishes also to concur in
what the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY] said about the page boys.
They got up at 5 o’clock yesterday morn-
ing and have been working all night and
today, and have had a longer day than
have the Members of the Senate.

The Chair also wishes to concur in
what the Senator said in regard to the
official reporters. The Chair thinks,
however, that he inadvertently over-
looked a number of other persons who
wait upon the Members of the Senate
and who have toiled with us throughout
the session, have made such a wonderful
record, and have helped us in our work.
The Chair wants to express his appre-
ciation of their good work.

Mr. EKEFAUVER. Mr, President, I
think we should also particularly men-
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tion the Sergeant at Arms and his as-
sistants, the Parliamentarian, the Secre-
tary of the Senate, Mr. Biffle, whom we
all love and who has been so courteous to
all of us, and also the doorkeepers of the
Senate.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I want to
make one brief statement before I move
that the Senate adjourn.

I am very grateful for all the kind
things which have been said about me
as the majority leader. It is a rather
difficult job, as anyone who has been

around this desk can well realize. But,
after all, someone has to do the work;
and I have done the best I could.

ADJOURNMENT TO NOVEMBER 27, 1950

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the terms of House Con-~
current Resolution 287, I move that the
Senate adjourn until Monday, November
27, 1950.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
5 o’clock and 23 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned, the adjournment being,
under House Concurrent Resolution 287,
to Monday, November 27, 1950, at 12
o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate September 22, 1950:
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Robert T. Creasey, of New Jersey, to be
Assistant Secretary of Labor.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

Stephen . Spingarn, of New York, to be a
member of the Federal Trade Commission for
the unexpired term of 7 years from September
26, 1946, vice Ewin Lamar Davis, deceased.

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

H. Tucker Gratz, of Honolulu, T. H., to be
collector of customs for customs collection
district No. 32, with headquarters at Hono-
lulu, T. H,, to fill an existing vacancy.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS

James T. Gooch, of Arkansas, to be United
States attorney for the eastern district of
Arkansas. He Is now serving in this office
under an appointment which expired May 27,
1950.

Respess 8. Wilson, of Arkansas, to be United
States attorney for the western district of
Arkansas. He Is now serving in this office
under an appointment which expired May 13,
19850,

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

Noble V. Miller, of Arkansas, to be United
States marshal for the eastern district of
Arkansas. He i1s now serving in this office
under an appointment which expired May
13, 1950.

UnNITED STATES PuBLic HEALTH SERVICE

The following-named candidates for ap-
pointment in the Regular Corps of the Pub-
lic Health Service:

To be scientist (equivalent to the Army rank
of major), effective date of acceptance

Louis Block
To be senior assistant scientists (equivalent

to the Army rank of captain), effective date

of acceptance

Bill H. Hoyer

Robert J. Fitzgerald

William F. Durham
To be senior assistant nurse officer. (equiva=

lent to the Army rank of captain), effective

date of acceptance

Mary R. Lester
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 23, 1950:
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE
Hon, Louie W. S8trum, of Florida, to be
United States circult judge, fifth circuit.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
Bryan Simpson, of Florida, to be United
Btates district judge for the southern dis-
trict of Florida.
UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS
James T. Gooch to be United States attor-
ney for the eastern district of Arkansas,
Respess 5. Wilson to be United States at-
torney for the western district of Arkansas.
John Norwood McEay to be United States
attorney for the eastern district of Loulsiana.
UNITED STATES MARSHAL
Noble V. Miller to be United States mar-
shal for the eastern district of Arkansas,
FusLic HEALTH SERVICE
APPOINTMENT AND PROMOTION IN THE REGULAR
CORPS OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
To be assistant pharmacists, effective date
of acceptance
Philbrook H. Enight
Boris J. Osheroff
To be assistant scientists, effective date of
acceptance
Jerome L. Singer
William L. Jenkins
To be senior assistant nurse officer
Margaret M. Sweeney
APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR CORPS OF THE
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
To be scientist, effective date of acceptance
Louis Block
To be senior assistant scientists, effective
date of acceptance
Bill H. Hoyer
Robert J. Fitagerald
William F. Durham
To be senior assistant nurse officer, effective
date of acepiance
Mary R. Lester.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1950

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, . Rev. Bernard Bras-
kamp, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O Thou infinite and eternal God
through whose mercies we are spared,
and by whose power we are daily sus-
tained, hitherto Thou hast blessed us and
we have found Thee faithful unto all
Thy promises,

On this day we would render unto
Thee the tribute of our heartfelt grati-
tude for the high and holy privilege we
have had of walking and working to-
gether in the service of our God, our
country, and humanity.

We pray that Thou wilt bestow the
benediction of Thy peace and the diadem
of Thy praise, “Well done, thou good and
faithful servant,” upon our President,
our Speaker, the chosen representatives
of our Republic, and all who have served
our Nation during this session of Con-
gress, in whatever capacity.

We commend and commit one another
to Thy love and care. We know not what
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the future has in store for us, but we
will trust Thee and not be afraid, for we
have the glad assurance that, as our
days, so also shall be our strength and
that no needed blessing wilt Thou with-
hold from us if we do justly, love mercy,
and walk humbly with the Lord.
Hear us in Christ's name. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Woodruff, its enrolling clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R.68556. An act to provide for the con=-
veyance of certain real property to the city
of Richmond, Calif,

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills of the Senate of the fol-
lowing titles:

8.450. An act to amend the Civil Aeronau-
tics Act of 1838, as amended, by providing
for the delegation of certain authority of the
Administrator, and for other purposes;

8.8504. An act to promote the develop-
ment of improved transport aircraft by pro-
viding for the operation, testing, and modi-
fication thereof; and

8.3960. An act to amend subsection (b)
of section 10 of the act of June 26, 1884,
as amended (U. 8. C., title 46, sec. 589 (b)).

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
8920) entitled “An act to reduce excise
taxes, and for other purposes.”

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. BECKWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 10 minutes today, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered.

ENFORCEMENT OF INTERNAL SECURITY
ACT, 1850

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the Houss
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER.. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, one of the
reasons given by President Truman in
his message vetoing the Communist-
control bill was that the bill as passed
would be unenforceable.

It appears to me that he is already
paving the way for another unenforce-
ment policy for which he is famous in
other cases where bills were passed over
his veto. I am particularly referring to
the lackadaisical attitude the President
has taken about enforcing such legisla-
tion as the Taft-Hartley Act.

Now, it is the principal duty of our
Chief Executive to enforce all Federal
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laws whether he likes them or not. I
hope that if the President has an unen-
forcement policy of the Communist-
control bill in mind, he will reconsider
his position, as we certainly need not
only the law controlling communism in
this country, we need strict enforcement.
A law is worthless unless it is enforced.
The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired.

MESSAGE FROM THE FRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States:

To the House of Representatives:

In compliance with the request con-
tained in the resolution of the House of
Representatives (the Senate concurring
therein), I return herewith H. R. 1025,
entitled “An act for the relief of Waymon
H. Massey.”

: Harry S. TRUMAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 23, 1950,

CONTINUED CONFUSION AS TO AD-
JOURNMENT AND DISPOSAL OF SUR-
PLUS FOODS

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, the
confusion which now prevails as to what
the actual situation will be with refer-
ence to any recess points up, I think,
the wisdom of the most careful kind of
consideration of any future adjournment
or recess resolution.

While those of us who tried yesterday
to obtain consideration of an amend-
ment to provide the vital alternative of
reassembling on the third day after the
Members are notified to reassemble by
the four leaders of the administration
in the Congress lost that filight, I believe
it will serve a most useful purpose in
making the record clear and pointing up
the wisdom of the retention by Congress
of its power to act independently in any
emergency.

I think few will deny that it is con-
ceivable that a situation could arise in-
volving a most serious threat to this
Nation, when the people and the Con-
gress would want prompt legislative ac-
tion, but the Executive would disagree
and refuse to recall the Congress. Of
course, we all hope there will be no such
situation between now and November 27,
yet the form of the resolution leaves it
exclusively within the power of the
President to determine whether Congress
can reassemble before November 27. It
is true that there is still opportunity in
the other body to amend the pending
resolution but I am under no illusion as
to the possibility that this will be done,
particularly in terms of the situation
which seems to prevail there now.

However, I am confident that with
this situation such as it is, and with the
full facts now before the Congress, it will
not again permit itself to be maneuvered
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into such an abandonment of its direct
and clear responsibilities.

This confusion also jeopardizes the
possibility of enactment in the other
body of H. R. 9313. As you know, that
bill passed the House August 22 unani-
mously. Earlier this month it appeared
very unlikely that the Senate committee
would take any action on the bill. How-
ever, on September 14, the President sent
a letter to the chairman of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
a copy of which I placed in the Appendix
of the Recorp at page A6633 on Septem-
ber 14. In that letter he pointed out
what I have been pointing out ever since
February, that it is no more expensive to
ship these food commodities than to
carry them in storage for months on end,
and that we ought at once to take the
necessary steps to get these surpluses
where they will do some good.

On September 15 the bill was reported
to the other body favorably and on that
day was placed on the schedule of busi-
ness which must be completed before any
recess.

I have computed the amount of money
paid for storage on 16 food commodities
between February 2, when I filed H. R.
7137 which would have accomplished the
same purposes as H. R. 9313, to June 30.
It amounts to the staggering sum of $21,-
088,580.40, which is a completely unnec-
essary and indefensible waste of the tax-
payers’ money. Taking that as the aver-
age continuing cost, and it certainly is
no less because of the sharply increased
holdings reporfed up to September 11,
this waste now amounts to $26,188.-
580.40. If the recess occurs without final
legislative action, there will be 64 days
between tonight and Monday noon, No-
vember 27. The additional loss in that
period will not be less than $3,840,000.
Of course, it cannot be recaptured, but
it is tragic to think that it will have been
spent so uselessly when we have passed
a bill sharply increasing the taxes of
everybody. It is even more shocking to
contemplate that when we think of how
much vitally needed war equipment
could have been purchased with such a
sum,

Of course, it is equally clear that with
each day lost, the probability of spoilage
greatly increases. That probability of
spoilage can become a reality. If it oc-
curs, a great majority of the American
people will be rightly shocked and prop-
erly wrathful.

Because I am so seriously concerned
about this, I have sent another wire to
the President, and I want now to include
a copy of it:

SEPTEMBER 23, 1950.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.:

As you know, H. R, 9313 was on September
15 placed on the schedule of business to be
definitely completed before any recess. With
the situation existing at this moment in the
Senate it is not clear that any definite ac-
tion will be taken. In the light of the accu-
mulated losses for unnecessary storage and
the probability that at least $3,840,000 would
be the amount of the continued waste be-
tween now and November 27 and with the
threat of extensive spoilage, I do urge you to
malke every possible effort to see that this bill
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is passed so that you may sign it and these
wholesome food commodities can be prompt-
ly shipped to people who could and would
eat them but cannot afford to buy them.
Joun W. HESELTON,
Member of Congress.

GENERAL MAcARTHUR

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was rio objection.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I rise not
for the purpose of stimulating debate on
an issue I think has been well settled
by the speeches made in this House by
the distinguished majority leader, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc-
CorMmAck ], and by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Brown], on Au-
gust 31, but to try to clarify some pos-
sible misunderstanding as a result of that
discussion.

After Mr. McCormack had pointed out
that the late President Roosevelt had
called back into the service a great gen-
eral, General MacArthur, and had or-
dered him out of Corregidor and then
placed him in command of forces in the
South Pageific, the distinguished gentle-
man from Ohio raised an important
question as to the action of President
Truman in having General MacArthur
to withdraw his statement on Formosa
which had been prepared for the con-
vention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars.

Mr. BRownN said, and I quote:

First of all, the people are wondering just
why the President of the United States
should be giving orders to the Commander
in Chief of the United Nations Forces in Ko-
rea, for that is the position and that is the
title General MacArthur now holds,

The distinguished Ohioan further
stressed that MacArthur is not serving
as an officer of the United States Army,
but as Commander in Chief of the United
Nations Forces.

I think it can be well verified that
President Truman has high regard for
General MacArthur,

In correcting what might be a mis-
understanding, I want to remind my col-
league that General MacArthur holds
three titles, all of which resulted from
actions by President Truman. After
World War II the division of authority in
our Pacific forces was eliminated, and
President Truman named General Mac-
Arthur the commanding general, United
States forces in the Far East. Subse-
quently it was President Truman who
insisted, over Russian opposition, that
MacArthur be named supreme com-
mander, Allied Powers, occupation forces
in Japan. Furthermore, General Mac-
Arthur was appointed chief of the United
Nations command in Korea by President
Truman with the title of commanding
general, United Nations forces in Korea.

My information is that the United
Nations requested the President to ap-
point the United Nations commander,
and that Mr. Truman promptly ap-
pointed MacArthur,
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Perhaps this would be a good oppor-
tunity also to point out that the United
Nations Forces in Korea, and the action
of the United Nations in Korea are sepa-
rate and apart from the action of the
United States with regard to Formosa.
The United Nations has not taken any
action relative to Formosa, but the orders
to General MacArthur as commanding
general of the United States forces in
the Far East were to the effect that
Formosa should be protected and neu-
tralized by American naval forcer.

So we find this great general for whom
we all have respect and admiration occu-
pying three important positions. I
merely wanted to call the attention of
the House to this fact, and since the
President is the Commander in Chief of
the United States Armed Forces that he
was in his full rights when he ordered
General MacArthur, the commanding
general of the United States forces in
the Far East, to withdraw his statement
on Formosa,

In recent days we have all been heart-
ened over the prospects of an early vic-
tory in Korea because of the bold offen-
sive conceived and launched by General
MacArthur.

This military move has added luster
to his name ‘as a great general.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, I do not
understand what the gentleman is refer-
ring to. I have great faith and confi-
dence in the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. PRIEST. May I say to the gentle-
man from Ohio that in a colloquy be-
tween the distinguished gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Brownl and the distin-
guished majority leader, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCorMACK],
on August 31, with reference to the titles
held by General MacArthur, a check of
the REcorp seems to show that there
might be some misunderstanding or mis-
interpretation about three distinct titles
which General MacArthur actually holds
now, one as commander in chief of the
United States forces in the Pacific——

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Does the gen-
tleman from Tennessee suggest or re-
quest permission to correct the remarks
that the gentleman from Ohio made on
that occasion?

Mr. PRIEST. No; the gentleman
from Tennessee is merely making a
clarifying statement following up what
took place between the gentleman from
Ohio and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And the gen-
tleman does not ask permission to
change the colloquy in any way?

Mr. PRIEST. None whatsoever.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And the re-
marks made by the gentleman from
Massachusetts and the remarks made by
the gentleman from Ohio will remain
as they are?

Mr. PRIEST, I assure the gentleman
that as far as I am concerned no change
whatsoever will be made.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

THE INTERNAL SECURITY BILL

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
treducing a bill as an amendment to,
and substitute for, the bill (H, R. 9490)
for the control of subversive activities,
passed by the House yesterday, over the
President’s veto, and now pending in the
Senate.

The proposed bill incorporates provi-
sions of the original bill effective in con-
trolling Communists and communistic
activities in the United States and omits
features objected to by the President in
his message to the House returning the
bill without approval.

I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the REecorp to include the
proposed bill and to include also edito-
rials from various papers approving the
President’s vefo.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr, LUCAS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in two in-
stances and in one include an aditorial
and in ancther certain extraneous mat-
ter.

Mr. THOMPSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a resolution.

Mr. BRYSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an address delivered by the
president of the American Bar Associa-
tion.

Mr. GOSSETT asked and was given
permission to exftend his remarks and
include a speech delivered by the presi-
dent of the American Bar Association.

Mr, POAGE (at the request of Mr.
PICcKETT) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks and include a news-
paper editorial.

Mr. EVINS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude a resolution adopted by the Amer-
ican Legion of Tennessee at its recent
convention.

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in
three instances and include extraneous
matter.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks and include therein a tabulation
of his voting and attendance record
during the second session of the Eighty-
first Congress.

Mr. VELDE asked and was given per=
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an editorial from the Peoria Star,
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Mr. JUDD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr., WOLVERTON sasked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in five instances and include extraneous
matter.

Mr. HESELTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in four
instances and include extraneous matter.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio (at the request of
Mr. PriEsT) was given permission to
extend his remarks and include an ar-
ticle from News Week.

Mr. RHODES asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks,

Mr. ROOSEVELT (at the request of
Mr. WALsH) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in two instances and
include extraneous matter.

Mr. YATES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an address made by Trygve Lie,
Secretary General of the United Nations,
in the eity of Chicago, on September 8,
1950, at the Stevens Hotel.

Mr. YATES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude copies of the news letters which
he has been sending to his constituents.

Mr. RANEKIN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an article from the Reader’s
Digest.

Mr. CANNON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an article from the Reader’s
Digest; and in a second extension to in-
clude an article on the distinguished
service of Mr, Dodd, formerly of the De-
partment of Agriculture,

RECESS

The SPEAKER. The Chair declares a
recess subject to the call of the Chair,
the bells to be rung 15 minutes before
the expiration of the recess.

(Accordingly, at 12 o'clock and 13
minutes p. m. the House stood in recess,
subject to the call of the Chair.)

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
4 o'clock and 5 minutes p. m.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A further message from the Senate, by
Mr. Carrell, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment concurrent resolutions of
the House of the following titles:

H. Con. Res. 287. Concurrent resolution
relative to adjournment of both Houses on
Saturday, September 23, 1950, and that they
stand adjourned until 12 o'clock meridian on
Monday, November 27, 1850; and

H. Con. Res. 288. Concurrent resolution
authorizing the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the President of the
Senate to sign enrolled bills and joint reso-
lutions.

The message also announced that the
Senate having proceeded to reconsider
the bill (H. R. 9490) entitled “An act
to protect the United States against cer-
tain un-American and subversive activi-
ties by requiring registration of Commu-
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nist organizations, and for other pur-
poses; returned by the President of the
United States with his objections, to
the House of Representatives, in which
it originated, and passed by the House of
Representatives on reconsideration of
the same, and that the said hill pass,
two-thirds of the Senators present hav-
ing voted in the affirmative.

RECORD OF THE EIGHTY-FIRST
CONGRESS

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MCcCORMACK]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, Iam
sure we all share a feeling that in the
past 21 months of almost continuous
sessions we have been living and work-
ing in a new, difficult, and dangerous
era.

Grave events urgently pressed upon
our deliberations. The sweeping variety
of foreign and domestic problems de-
manding prompt determination proba-
bly was greater than faced by any Con-
gress in the Nation’s history.

Though our labors have been heavy
and our responsibilities great, let me
say, Mr. Speaker, that the achievements
of the Eighty-first Congress have been
monumental. Our duties, I am proud to
say, have been so discharged as to fully
justify our democratic legislative system.

Only under the processes of free dis-
cussion and majority consent, by which
the people of this free Nation govern
their affairs, is it possible to express the
popular will, to reconcile the differences
of opposing political convictions, and to
emerge, as we have done, with a con-
structive program. The domestic phase
of this program was aimed at the goal
of the Democratic Party—the improve-
ment of American family life. The for-
eign phase of this program is aimed at
the protection of the American way of
life for the American family, and to
affirmatively and effectively exercise the
powers of our Government for fufure
permanent peace.

To this result all of us have contrib-
uted in some measure. I want to thank
each of my colleagues for their devotion
to duty during these long months of
arduous work. It is established by the
record that the minority opposition as
a whole took vigorous steps to thwart
enactment of much of this constructive
program. )

In my humble judgment, the Eighfy-
first Congress will be recorded in his-
tory as that which, for the first time,
fully supported the United States in its
new position of world leadership in the
age-old struggle for peace.

This Congress succeeded the Republi-
can-controlled Eightieth Congress, which
had been repudiated by the voters in
the 1948 elections. After 2 years of Re-
publican eontrol of the legislative branch
of our Government, the voters returned
the Democratic Party to power in all
branches, 1 think this demonstration
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on the part of the people justifies the
claim that they appreciate that the
Democratic Party is the party of the
people.

As this Congress convened in January
1949, war-weary and war-worried people
everywhere found the peace for which
they yearn endangered by the rise and
spread of a tyrannical foreign force.

Carrying on its campaign by force,
by propaganda, by conspiracy, by oppres-
sion and subjugation of weaker nations,
communism was spreading its tentacles
of police-state power across the face of
Europe, just as now it is on the march
in the broad sweeps of Asia.

Not only does communism do violence
to the accepted precepts of international
law and comity among nations, but it
seeks to enforce a Godless creed. It
subordinates human dignity and the
rights of the individual to vicious state
control. It undermines and destroys the
family, the basic unit of civilization and
of the way of life we cherish, just as it
is destructive of normal relations among
the family of nations. It attacks or-
ganized religion of any kind.

That is the menace we face; that was
the outstanding problem confronting the
Eighty-first Congress. We had a choice.
We could have pawned our freedom on
the altar of appeasement and bowed to
conditions of an encroaching dictator-
ship bent on world domination, or taken
a stand as the champion and guardian
of the cause of liberty throughout the
world.

You know our choice. It will be to
the everlasting credit of the Eighty-first
Congress that we had the courage to
accept this challenge and to commit our-
selves to the solemn undertaking of
courageous opposition to this threat.

When the program enacted by this
Congress is considered as a whole, it will
be found that the variety of measures
dovetail into a well thought out pattern
designed to strengthen this Nation's po-
sition abroad and to strengthen our-
selves through better living conditions.

Despite this, our program was fought
every step of the way by a willful and
vocal minority in the Congress. Men of
minute vision and of small faith shrank
from paying the high price in fortitude
and funds which freedom exacts from
those willing to preserve it. Their op-
position, fortunately, could not prevail
over the majority sentiment.

I say that freedom exacts a high price
in courage and sacrifice. The Ameri-
can people have paid that price from the
beginning of the idea for this Republic.
They cherish freedom and always will
fight for it.

If the unexpected outbreak of armed
conflict in Korea had any good effect,
whatsoever, it brought stark reality to
those skeptical, blind, and protesting
among us, who have opposed the admin-
istration’s program to marshal our ma-
tériel and human resources to the max-
imum degree of national strength.

Every major step of progress in this
supreme effort was achieved only in the
face of obstructive and pettifogging tac-
tics. All too frequently, we were treat-
ed to the spectacle of member after mem-
ber cf the opposition rising in his place
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to denounce and vilify the officials
charged by the people with the respon-
sibility of carrying out these difficult
and often disagreeable tasks. Support
finally given to the required measures
was given grudgingly.

The vote by which this Congress
eranted President Truman’s request for
legislation to permit the appointment of
that great statesman and military
genius, Gen. George C. Marshall, as Sec-
retary of Defense, typifies the narrow
partisan outlook of a great majority of
the Republican Party in Congress to-
ward all our national problems.

In General Mars